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IN) in Portland, 0'regon‘, first for institu- ,‘

traini g, , Deta s 6n the development and early phases of the program
re ua“able n earller réports. 2,3 Vouchering placesdthe buying

pow 3 for i itutional training into the hands of the cllents, thus

al owing t m greater avtonomy An deciding their own occupational

des;fn) T/t has been hypothesized that the granting of decision-making

, autonomy/ /o clnents along “with responsibility for their decisions would '

. . in,crease, the clients' feelings of control}sover their own I|ves, increase

P shefr sense of |nvo|vment in programsrnanc? reinforce their comtnltment

/ L to the achlevement of successful outcomes. A number of questlons were

LT ratsed with respect to WIN cllents abnhty and willingness to make the
S e

- . hecessary decisions aboyt unstltatlonal vocational traimng‘ ‘ ,
. . *

) Phase | of this longiltudinal study consnsted of |ntervnewmg 4
. the populatlon of vouchered institutional trainees «at aboud the time L
¢ ) rd

' P s r . v'

7 ' Vouchernng is a mechanlsm fat modifying the relationshlp L

{ between public agencnes and their chents by replacing the provision .
. . of goods or services in kind with‘some form of authorization whlch .

s, wi ¥l permit the client.to select and “purchase" what is needed fron .

the available market supply. .

s 5 ’ 2l\nn Richardson and Laure M, Sharp, th‘ Fea®ibility of Vouchered -

N Training in WIN: Report on the First Phase of a Study (Washington, D.C.:
Bureau of Social Science Research, Fnc., December, 1974) .

-t _— ’

3’B,ruce B. Dunnil:\g, Occupational Choices and Vocational School ‘
Selections: Experiences with 'the Port land WIN Voucher Training Program
(Washington, D.C.t Bureau of &otnal Scnen%Research Inc. » December,
.- v 1976). ~ ? ‘ )
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they committed their vouchers to a training vendor. These, interviews
focused pr|mar|ly on factors presumed to be |nf|uent|al in choosing
training occupatlons and training vendors wnth particular emphasis on

the experience of, and reaction to "decision-making autonomy (Dunning,

p. 1, fn 3) d///
The present report covers the period/during which WIN trainees
A completed or otherwuse departeg from vocational training. This "End-

of-Tra|n|ng Survey“ fécusgs primarily on the expeéri es of trainees

durlng %ralnnng, their reactions to the training agd training institu-

tions, and their first experiences after training. .
The third report of the study will focus on the Iabor force\n ”
behavior and employment experience of the same group of trainees some
e|ghteen months subsequent to departure from training. -This "'Empdoyment
Experlence Survey'' will be ava|lab1e in late 1977.
. This current phase of the exploratory study emphasizes two ﬁajor
' _areas: commitment to training goals, and early\emplgyhent patterns. It

attempts to answer the following questions: .

1. wWhat are the training experiences.of the voucher recipients?

Lo =
2, wWhat differences and/or similarities do we find ip the com=-
mitment to training goals between voucher recipients and
participatits in the conventional WIN progmam?

3. MWhat are the early employment patterns of the vouchered
! clients, and hoy are they different or-the same as those ®
of participants in ther conventional WIN prpgram’

L. What are the strengths of the two ;\stems? ‘ T
o " .
s * 5. Which clients' needs are best served by the voucher system;
; wiich by the conventional WiN system? .,
‘ ) l{ ’
' - . The Data Base ' } ~

For part:cnpants in the study, the datasbase conststed af WIN

.+ records, thé Contract between ‘the training institution and the WIN

. .

‘Employment Service, and interview data; WIN records provaded demo- T e

graphic information on the participants age, sex, educational level,
— - o

QFor information on the design of the voucher system see Dunning,
p. 1, fra. 3. g
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number of debendents, participation status (volunteer or mandatory),
and the HlN.tea@ to which one was attiched (th{s information was avail-
able only for voucher participants). The Contract provided data on .
trainingaipstitutihn, length and cost of traifing, and occugatihn for
which training was p‘rovided. The bulk 9f the .data~ reported here for

* vouchet and "regular"5 participants came from the interview schedules.
it sought information on admissions procedure; at training institutions,
counsel}ng-guidancg requ}red and received there (this infgrmatioﬁ :és
available only for voucher participénts), training satisfaction or
dtssat|sfact|on, and possable school exploitation of tralnees. It also
sought to gather” information on accomplishment of tralnung goals and .

reasons for dropping out of training. Employment behavior in the three .

" month period following train?nglwas examinel nextt Was the client in

the labor force? Was the.client wquing in his/her training occupa~ *
tion? In addition, salary 'and job location fnfqrmation was obt;ined.
Those who were out of the labor force were asked apout their future
plans. Self-esteem information was gathered on all voucher tralnees,
and fnnal!y, data on satlsfactlon/dlssatlsfactlon wnth the voucher
program and clients' insights into possible shortcomings of the program
Qereyalso obtained. (See Appehdix A-for copies of the i;terview

'§che&ules for voucher and regular-participants-) . .

lRarticipan;s in the Studj6 » ' .

of the 154 voucher participants who were interviewed for the ‘ //’\\\
first follow-up study (commitment), 75 percent (115) reSponded to the”

. » “ ' -
-

5"Regular" respondents.refers to WiN part|C|pants who went .
through the conventional WiIN system. They are our comparison group -
and the term will be used interchangeably with "converlional WIN °
participants." ) . AN

* [

6The present study included all .l167 wlNcgarth1pants -who had
committed their institutional v0uchers prlor to the cutoff date for
.data collection in early fall of 197k, of these, 92 percent {154) were¥:
‘intervjewed for the flrst phase of this Hongatudlnal Study, Of the
voucher nonrespondents, two refused to be |nterV|ewed and the remainder "4
could pot be located. SeéfDunnlng, p. 3, Appendix G 'for a . -
comparison of the charactesistics of respondents and nonrespondents. .
The comparjson suggests that there are no significant differences
between thé total ¢ group and the respondents w:th respect to any of the

.
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* ' "End:of-Trainlng Survey." (See Appendix E for an‘yanalysis of the

v characteristics of the voucher reSpondencs and nonFespondents.)

s - Ln order to provide a basis for estuga‘tnng the effects of ¥

vouchering, a comparnson group of regular trainees who Kad entered

t o vocational training under the convéntional, unvouchered NlN-prbcedu&gs

in 1973 were mtervnewed7 during the Spring of 1974, Comparative data

on I.G'B,regular WIN pértlicipants were avallable for the “End-of-

. .Training-Survey.! . -
. . |
N o KN |

Presentation of Findings and Hypotheses
Related to the "End-of-Training Survey™

-

,
. Thus report cohs:sts of eight chapters- 'Chapte‘r‘ It de5cri~bes
the traunlng expernences of the vouchered respon%ents. The admlssrons
N -procedureé quality of tra|n|ng, counsehng and guidance availability,
. placement assistance, quality of instruction and”Sver¥l) satisfaction
e will be dlscussed . —_— 4 ol

RPN In Chapter i1 the fnndnngs related to trainiggysatisfaction
and complefion will be didcussed. The nfain hypttheses this chapter | A
will Sttempt to test are: ' R

. 1, There is no significant differenca in the proportion of
N vouchered and nonvouchered WINTlients in |nst|ty.t|onal .
training that report- satnsfact|on wnth their t’ralmng

. . 2. There.is no significant di f ference in, the completlon rates
° v H /of voucher ,recipients and clients who go through the con-
ventional L program.: — o . .

‘o

LChapter 1V will present ftndlngs related to the, early labor . N
force behavior of the respondents . ThJS chapter wi M a:_tempt td test

- the hypotheses that: . . LR

< N1, There is no significant dlfference ‘in the early labor
v force behavior ofy vouchered and nonvouchered clients,

.- N “. -4 ¢ 2. There is no sngmfncant difference in the proportion of
P _voucher and regular respondents wox:song in their training * .
e o occupations during the furst three Wonths folTowing
. training. - R
. - - . ,

2 .
. -, Tthe 163 regular %pondents constituted only L7 percent of o
A - all regular WIN participa s who ‘received, |nst|tutanal traimng in .
1973. HMost of the regular espondents could not be IoJated. For
’ details see Dunning; p. 1, ;n. 3. —-— - ) C.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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3. There is no-significant difference in the average salary
received by the voucher recipients and the clients who go

N through the conventional WIN program. _ 7

S i

.

4, .There is no significant difference in the job satisfaction

of vouchered and nonvouchered respondents.
’

_—

upplncatnons for wmé‘\‘fxpants discussed.

IneChapter V the concept of autonomy will be examined and its ’ ;

»
Chapter VI examines any, changes gn self-esteem the }&Jcher .
ines A

respondents may have experienced from the time they commtted their
vouchefrs to three months after tralnnng . T,
Ghapt’er Vit deals with voucher cl|ents" Suggestlons fQr

improvement of the voucher system, " The last chaptes«:(chapter Vitl)

“contatng sum‘narnzung and concludnng remarks s - j\

Coples of the voucher recipient “£nd—of—T‘fa|n|ng" and regular

participant intérview sehedulcs appear. in Appendix A. Appendiges 8

and C contain. the Occupational Classification and Classificatign of

Tra|n|ng Vendors respectively. The sel f- assessment form is fouRd in

T L.

)

Appendix D An analys'is of the response rates and the characterusti\é

of voucher respondents and nonrespondents is discussed |n‘*ppend|x E.
Appendnx F presents notes on the |nterpretat|on of regfﬁssuola ‘resn;lts.
Complete regression tables are also presented in Appendix F.

~ . -~
.
.
. ) . b

L0 . Data Analysis o

[}

. . - .

. [N N
tn order to assess fully the effects of youcherkng relative to .
. . ' 4 . A4 -

regular WIN training, this analysis will proceed in the, following
three directions: . t

“na

e The overall (gross) divffere'nces between voucher and regultar
s respondents will be examined flrst

e TRe experiences of voucher and the|r regular WIN counterpatts
(¢.9., people of the same age) i1l be examined next. This
compacrison pdts the focus on the dufferencMch vouche_ring

made for comparable subgroups of people. ) Ja.

,’ Isolate separately those subgroups for whom vouchering
° made a difference"

, -'lsolate separziely those subgroups for whom voucher|ng
did not .make a difference.

R - / oy .
o The experiences unique to voucher chents will b'e examined las

The study utilizes essentially two methods of :an%‘lysisf‘ The |

first is a cross-tabulation by percentages to highlight differenc\es v

r) )
' 1,), v

™

t.

”
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between the, voucher and regular comparisoft groups. The second tech-

nique is a multnvarlate one--multnple classnflcataonbanalysns--where
.,

4

the coeffncnent for each varnable expresses the magmtude and direction

~

of the percentage point deviation Trom the mean of the dependent

< Jvariable. (See Appendix f for more complete information about this

technique. ) v
. - A Notd of Caution

The Portland, institutional vouchering project was’ in'tended and
desngned as pol|c.y orlented research conducted in a real world setting.
This entanled acceptance of certa|n condi tions whlch imposed l4m|§a-

tlons~on the tonduct of . the research and the ability tp generalize from

were the folltowing: v

e M

~ . e The vouchered institutidW®® training program was Conducted by“™

gular WIN staff concurrently with the larger, on-gbing

v Wi program, Consequently, policy decnsmns .and administrative
adtions external to the research project itself ingvitably *

often could ‘not measure, let alone contr9’l N .
~s® An ideal research *destign would have called for stmultaneous
vouchered and nonvouchered |n,st|tut|oual training. This was -

“not feasible for administrative and budgetary £easons. There*.

N - fore, a comparison group of regula; trainees who had receny.ed’

- - “ institutional training prior to the p,erledqu .cherlng had
. : to be used. oL e

e Because of program budgetary lmhtatlons littfe institutional
. ‘ . training had~Been available irj Portland for several months -
pLior to the initiation of vouchering. ‘gonsequently, a back-
~ log of cliénts wantjng m.stitutnonal- tra?mng had deve loped
3 ~and this backlog affected the makeup of .ther initial irput of

Y

clients to the voucher progfam

', -

*As a result of these condltlons, amorky others, generalnzatlon of find-

B . |ngs and conclusions beyond the Portland environment involves some risk.
Further, the attribution of effects to vouchering per. se cannot always
~ - N £
be fully supported. ‘

. '
2 .
a

. e
. -
A .

. .

8(:arol Greenhouse The FeadibiTity of Feas:bllltl Testin g
Observations-*from the Portland WIN Voucher Test (Washington, D.C.
Bureau of Social Sc1ence Research lnc., June, 1977).

Vs Y, . + . o
. O o e ) Z 5 : - ‘,
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T the Portland experuence. Among the mos t sngmficant of these ‘conditions’

ected the project introducing variables ghlch the reseafchers -~




. "TRAINING EXPERIENCES OF THE VOUCHER RECIPIENTS
- . 4 N

S - ’

-

, This chapter_descrfbes the experiences' of the vouchered trainees.

who were &nrolled En vocational schools:in Portland, Oregon. We will
focus on the perceptions and experiences o?.the vouchered WIN trainees
themselves and will attempt to ascertain the efrect of sex, age, educa-

- tion, training’ occupatuon, the type of school attended (public or private)
and the degree of autonomy expertenced om® admass|ons Fogg;Pements, schoolo

/ servaces (counseling and guldance, ’Qacement) qual|ty of |nstruct|on, and
shortcomings (''bad experaences”l the trainees experienced at their train- -
ing institutions. ', We are not attempting to measure the '‘correctpess"

of the evaluations of "the shbgroups but are seeking ts.investigate'the

att4tudes and- feellngs of these students, and the effects“f‘thelr per=- .

* ceptions on.tra|n|ng completlon and early labor .force behavior it& be

examined in’ subsequent sect|ohsidf the report). 3

¢

'

Selectivity:

.

Adai ssionsRequirements

P -

Encountered by School Applicants

LN

’

¢

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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A Very small proportion of voughered students registered fof

@wls which did not haye some screening procedures wTabie™1),

erviews by school staff members were the most frequently used” =

admissions technlque Combining the data on all types of tests - -

encountered by the students, 31 percent were administered one or more

.
~ v e .

. IFor a thorbugh comparison of the training experiences of -
public and private school.students see Bruce B. Dynning, Aspects of

Zhered WIN Trainees' Experiences with VécationaY Training Schools: e

Expernences with the ‘Portland WIN Voucher Training Program (Washington,
D.C. Bureau“of Social Science Research, ‘Inc., October, 1976) . - His

fandangs will be présented in appropriate sections ,of this chapter.
*

.

2For information from the representatives of 5 public and 22
private schools see Bruce B, Dunning-and James L. Unger, Schogls'
Responses to Vouchered Vocational ‘Training: Experiences with the
Portland WIN Voucher Training Pfoqram (Washington, D.C.: B8urgau of
Social Science Research, Inq,: Juiy, 1975).

. 14

‘

3The effect of training experiences on training and labor
? force behavior will be examimed in Chapters 1fl and V. .

‘ ° .ooa
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1of particular voucher participants. : '

- ~

of the three types shown in Table 1. In no case however, did a&aspo‘n-
dent report having been rejectéd by a school. Furthef, none of the '
respondents reported changnng from an original training plan as the
direct res&lt of performance on tests. We also found that the admls-
5|ons requnrements had no dnrect effect on enther the tralnlng satis-

factlon or the training comp letion tates of the voucher participants.

For these reasons we will no\lnvestlgate the admlssnons requirements

o
!
, &
e . N . .

- €
- — !‘,c
, . TABLE]
PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VAR 0US
ADM1SSIONS PROCEDURES ® ENCOUNTERED

)

. ' ] ] .
L . - = -~ . Voucher
Admissions Procedures Eacountered - ’ % oy~

No requ{-rgments of any kind, just register . . . . . 8 (113)
1 13 B . . .
Genera] interview with staff member. ¥ . 5. . /. R (1) -
Inquiry about earlier schooling. . . . . ..+ « « - o 70% _ (1)
School _transcrupts requested . . . .u. o 4. . .%o 22 (110)

s lnqu'é'ry about ‘past work experience.. . . . . . . . . by . (111)
References from previous employers requestéd . . . LT ()
General intelligence test admini\ste'redr L . (109)
Educatiopd]l achievement test admin}stered. . . . . . 15 <1y
Occupatjonal aptitude test administered. . .". . . v 17 (111)
, - .
. ’ * *
’ \‘ - \
. ¥ . -~ - . .
. . :\ hd -~
* " ..o'*‘\‘ -
Py L] i -
(LN ’ < :
.o e -
’ e
. 2”{) . 4/
. . »
>
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. schod? Services: Counseling and Guidance
. : and Placement Services ’
° >

- . S . .ﬂ

Counseling and Guidance .

Reports by the students show that a majority did receive
counseling hé\lp of one so{t or another,‘ 57‘percent>received gounseling
help,in one ar more of the five areas shown in Table 2. For many of
’,those who- received counselnng, it was confmed to hel‘p in determlmng -

training needs and what courses should be taken to train for selected

occupations: Fifty-seven percent of the vouche:: students reported

receiving that type of help. In each of the four other areas, only

minorities of students received help from the schdols. The fact is, 4

however, that few of the students felt they needed additional cgunsel-

ing and guidance. . . 5 <
4 ! * = -\\ L}
. - . [ .
Lo . TABLE > ‘ . iw
- 2
. PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECELVED- COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE HELP
FROM SCHOOLS AND PRQPORTIONS WwHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP
oS . i N (rn Percentagesy . o
' - = * L] * .- N = -
‘ \ . - , : ¢ . .
R . . L. P Receivin Ne'edlng
A ©on " Type' of Counseling ~* .° (N) A e;el ’i’ 8 . Additional
. A . , - . w. Hel -
. * . N L . Lo, P
- H»elp in deciding interests - . , ' N
’ and dccupational goals . (413) .26 L
\ : * . .. o o
: i Help in determining &hé ; ~ PN 4 :
. suitability of interests -G - . Y
. . and occupational goals . . ‘?1%_2) .2 ! 137
e . .. . . O : V-
Help in determining_ training - P . - .
° . needs and courses_that . . - .
should be taken. . A A R )| Y 12
. . . . a” ' ¢ -
- . Help in reviewing progress - .-
e ’ in' training. . . (1.12) bs = . 0 17
‘ . » L . %
“ *personal counseling. (112) 16 6 .
-~ * - ¢
A— r's - * A &
- . -
. “, . s . . < .~ v
B - 7 . ¢ . e )
. Q A - - Z . 2 “r . ¢ -
- o~ STy
s LT ’ N - ‘ ' . g
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< - Voucher Students and Their*Training Oecupations --Students

with blue collar training occhpations“ appear to, ﬁhve received less

preparing for any other occupation (Table 3). Twenty-five percent
reported'the need for additional guidance to help in deciding their
. ‘ *
- interests and occupational goals,- a larger groportion than students in

. any other .field. t, . .

A relatively large-proportion of those with service training
occupations received personal counseling still many others reported_a
need for-it. X - ' »

Slxty~f|ve percent of those enrolled in tralnlng Ieadlng to

. clerical occupations receiwved some guidance aqﬁ coynseling from their
training ipétitutions. Though the counseling was primarily in the

’area of tralning needs ahd coerseé, a third of those in ¢lerical train-

. + ing, did recéuve assistance in_ decsdang thelir interésts and occupatlonal

. goals aﬂd in determ:nnng the suntaburuty of those interests a7d goals.
A very small proportion received personal counsellng from their train-
ing institution and only, three persons reportgd needing additional .
counSeling in that area? * ’ o -

° .~ Sixty-four percent or more of t%ose enrolled in training

. leading tc professional # technical, or administrative occupations ;

received some §ﬁ*aghce from their training institutions, Thejr

counseling “was also prlmaruly in the area of tralhlng needs and

rses. Only small proporttons of these students were dlssatlsfled
the amount of guidance they receuwed ¢ "

- Male and Female Students.--ln ‘6nly one of the five areas did

mate students get proportlonately more help than female ‘students.
Thurty-51x percent of the men and 28 percent of the women received

o counseling in deternﬁning the suitability of their interests and -
v

> - ]

~ Qccupatibﬁal godls (Table 4). An approximately 10 percent higher
B proportlon of women received counseling in- decudung their lnterests N
and occupatlonal goals, in determlnlng thelr training, neéds and the ¥

courses they should take, and in reviewing the progress they made in

- ‘' B -

- - -
v .
.

hFor a complete list-of how occupations were cla55|f|ed see

. " - Appendix B. ¥ T, . S vy
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counseling and‘guudanc!’from their traunlng |nst1tut|on than dig those .
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TABLE 3 . . R -
., - b -
\ . PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS ‘
. * 4 . AND PROPORTIONS w0 REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP BY TRAINING OCCUPATION *
N o . . . . . .
[ N * °
. v . > Recoivid Help o * . Needed Addi tional Help
R - . N P . .
.} -
. > v Type of Cownselin @ Professional, ) o v Professiopal, i
M 4 \'"9 Technical, Clerical , Blue Cotlar Service Technical, Clerical Blue Collar  Service
. -, . Administrative . Administrative PR . A * ~
~ - .
RN C / (N) - ¢ 4 (n) R {N) % (N) - -z.k__(n) 1 (N) % (N} % {N) .
:. ) ’ [ . L4 . i { ' ¢ .
Help in deciding interests . N '
. ¢ 1ddd occupational goals, . . . 21 (Hu) 33 (57 13 (24) 22 (18) Co7 () N (s7) 25 (24) no (18
P . ’ .
. Help +n determining the « . - s . ~ )
. surtability of interests - LT
o aeb occupational goals. . . . .t W3 (W) 36 (56) 12 () W (8L« 7 (w13 (s6) 2 () 6 (1§ ’ .
N . Py ) .
R . Help in de(ermln‘ing training ‘¢ v . * ' -
- néeds and courses thyft N, - ry
. shoudd be taken . . L . . . 6 (1h) 65 (57) 38 (2b) 50 (18) 9 (k) 12 (57 8 (24) no o8y , . !
. - Help 1n reviedwing progres ' ’ . .
e . on training . s L. w3 (i) 35 (51 —s2°(23) 67 (18) 2 (W) Wo(sh 26 (23) 1o(8)
N ~ ‘ "
v ; peTional tounseling . . & W L1 Qb W (56) 13 (2}) 33 (18) 7 (i) 5 (56) 4o (24) o(i8) - .
. Al e
. B P T . "\/ - &
. - . ) R '. . . ~ N
. . o ’ AN Y < e
, - e -
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- ’
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- 4
'
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PROPORTIONS OF STUDENYSYWHO RECE!VED: COUNSELING

-,
LY

.

'TAEEQ% ..

~

’

AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP BY $EX

-

»

AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS

-

-~

.

' Type of Counséling

.

. \ Received Help.

-/Needed Additional Help

-

)

Femal * Male b Female Male
: ) - % M) . % W S % W) % (N)
Help in deciding interests > v
and occupational goals. . . . . . 27 (88) 20 (25) n o (88) - 2 (25)
Help in determining the , ‘ J N
suitability of interests * . ;
and occupational goals., . . . .. : 28 87) - 36 (25) N (87) 16 (25)
Help in determining training ? ) 1 . .
needs and courses that ‘ 1. )
should be taken . . . 59 , (88) 48 (25) 1" (88) 2 Q_s_)
Help in reviewing progress i Ty - - ’ . ‘ -
in training . . L 477 —(88) . 38 (24) ‘? (88) . - 25 (25)
pe-]
Personal counseling . . 16 (87) -6 (25) 5. (87) - 8 (25
L] ( —_— 2 J A\J :
, . » - L
, < 8 , R
. > . »
h 3 - * d - .

_Zl—
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EF trainnng. Only a very small pr0port|on of vouchered‘students received
personal counsellng from thelr training instntutions. Equal propor-

d . r

\ Only a minority of.students, felt that they needed more¢ counsel-

.tions of dien and women received such ¢ nseling. 3 B -
i
ing and guidance from their training'lnstitutions than they received.
N\ Interestingly, it was the male students who reported:a greater need for
" " more counseling than they receivad. ) Twenty -four percent of the men ',
{compared to 11% of the women) reported a need for help in deciding .
their interests and occupational goals and reviewing their tranning

-~ .

progress. , A o . . = € v

Voucher Students;wlth Different Educat|ona| Levels.--Those with

Iess than 12 years of education cons|stently recelved more counsellng
from their training |nst|tut|on in all areas with the exception of help

in determnnnng training needs and courses that should bé .taken (Tablebs) .

- Almost wnthout exception, the most educated students received less
- . L4 -
counseling than did thosg with less education.’ - b - . .

’ As With'maFB and female students, ;hose'iho received less : s

guidance and counseling Qlso repogted slughtly more unmet needs. hose

with more than 12 yeats df educat|on received the least: amount of , l

counseling and reported t greatest proportion of Unmet neéds.

-~
Vouche? Students o iffering Ages.--Younger students received .

Just sllghtly more counsellng han older studenus\(T%ble 6? Thlrty .
percent of those students between\)8 and 29 years of age-received help

in deciding their |nterest and occupatlonal goaT% whl le onIy 18 percent .

. of those more than 30 years” old received such counsel|ng Both groups

&® . “of students reported feeling that their needs haﬁ been. adequately met.

A slightly larger proportion-of younger students, reported needing more

help in revnewnng their progress in tralnlng, and a slightly larger

»1

proportion of younger trainees needed additional personal counselnng

' ‘ ) Voucher Students and Type of School Nttendeds.--Equal propor=-
tions of public and priLate school students :eceived help in three of the .

five areas shown in Table 7. However, eqnsiderehly larger _proportions

of students attendung public schools received help in deternrnlng their 1 :

traunung needs and the courses that should be taken and personal counsel|ng

’
- »

\ 5Dunning,' p. 9, fn. 1. N » 3 . ’ v

-

\‘1‘ ) '_‘ 'l s ey ' . .
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HELP FROM SCHOOLS
EDUCATI ON

Lo " TABLE § , /

PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED COUNSELING AND GUiDANC
AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP

Needed Additional Helb

2
TypeNof Counseling

Less Than Less Than” 12 , More Than
& ) 12 Years* 12 x‘ears Years 12 Years
. - b
. % (N) “NQ%QN) % (N) - % ‘jﬁ) *
N ’ M ’ ;
Help in decidigxg interests : . . ' . S
and ocfupational goals. . . = 33 (24) 26”7 (69) - 16 {19) <8 (24) 16, (69) 16 (19) .';
- ‘/ . w - <
Help in determinin!g the . g D '
. suitability of ‘interests ! g N N
and occupational goals. . . . f 39 (23) 35 (19).* 4 (23) 16 (69) n -Q19)
1] . - - / -'; -
Help in detérmining training x .-
needs and courses that ; . . * ) .
should be taken . . . .Y 42 (24) 62 S69) 58 " (19) 137(24) - 9 (69) 16 (19)
. - I M ~ s . “
Help in reviewing progress .= -
S in training . . . . . .. . 48 (23) 45 -(69) 42 (19) ° 26 (23) | 10 (69) 32 A19)
oL ] Vi ’ Lo
Personal counseling . . . .’. . 17 (23) 15 (69) & (19) 9 (23) 4 (69) 1 (16)
0 . . . o s T .
¢ : N
- o M 2 -t
- e - & 7 « .
- . { ) .
- e [ . o N *
s t 3__ ;
1 - . B
L . ¢ ~ * f-A
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. TABLE 6
- PROPORTI ONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECETVED COUNSELING AND4UIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS
- AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPOBTE’D A NEED FOR MORE HELP BY AGE
r
] - ~ - .
. ! ! - Recejved Help Needed Additional Help
. ) » - . .
. . . TYPeVOf Counseling’ 18-23 . 30 Years 1‘9 30 Years
' - Years or Moré ° Years or More
“t -
. : % W * % (N) % (N) % (N)
hY I '
Help in deciding interests .o - : . .
and occupational goals. . . 30 (69) 18 (h4) 13 (69) ~ . 16 (Lk)
. A ‘ . : .
Help In determining the T e e . .
sultability of interests g * . e
and occupational goals. . 35 (69) 33 (43) 12, (69}, y b, (83)
’ . , . - "‘* e
- Help in determining training. he . % EENE
. needs and courses that ! s .
. should be-taken . . . . , . . 59 (?9) 52 (44) 12 (69) B (L)
' . —_ .
#= Help in reviewing progress | R :
“ tn training . . .. ... . LT ko 8) 52 5 ) 2t " (68) N~ (4k)
Personal counseling . . .7 . « . 16 / 16) 16 (43) 6 (69) 2 (42)
’ . * . %
- ~ o~ ’// e
. . ‘. ; » . . R
) af / [ 4 ’ . ° L . ’
[ . » B ro oy ..
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TABLE 7

- PROPORT{ONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECELVED COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS
AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP BY TYPE OF_SCHOOL ATTENDED

. .
’ ’ i “ !
) X : Recelived Help - Needed Additional Help
’ " 42 ) [ '
f Counselin ‘ "
T):p:a ° 9 . Public Private Public Private

a - % W) % (N) %N L G A

Help- in dec'iding interests . . \i
and occupational goals. . . .. 22 (49) 28 (eh) 18 .(b9) 1 (64) .

\ oy . )

‘Help in determining the ' -‘:; N
suitability. of interests - ‘ ) . 3 .
and occupational goals. . . . . 29 (48) . 38, (64) - 21 (48) J {64) .

Hel‘ﬁ in determining training »" ) 4 i
needs and coursés that . . . .
should be taken . . . « . «,. & 71 (49) bs (64) 8 ('3'9) 4 “‘(6h) 7

! -~
» .

Help in reviewing progress . - " - < . B
‘in training . . . . . .. 47 (49) 43 T(63) - ‘10 (49) 22 (63) ’ \

Personal counseling . . [ . . . . 23 (48) 1 (64) 8 (48) 5, (64)

. N . - . - A %

) - "
s ‘) s .
- . . .
41 0 : )
’ N A S .
— « . . . |
. - - . P |
- ) . ‘
P . vy 7 ., . -
‘s s * . . R
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“a"need. Those in private schools were more likely to perceive a need

Y

Y
- .

: L} .
While only slightly more of the public school students than
those 'attending private schools reported a neéd for additional help,

the content areas in which students of ‘the two types of schools were

most likely to pérceive unmet needs differed somewhat. - While almost
one-quarter of the public school studehts reported a need for more
help in determining the suitability of their interests and occupational

goals, only 7 percent of those attending private schools reported such
v

for additional help in determining training needs and courses to be

taken and help in reviewing progress in -training.

. .
.

Voucher Students and Autonomy.-~-Although vouchering was

designed to promote decision-making by clients, there were in fact
differing degrees of autonomy. Certain voucher participants chose
their own training occupations and institutions autonomously while
others had more help from the WIN staff. Of interest, is whether those
who made their own decisions need;d more aSsistance from theifitraining
institutions than those who did not and whether the autonomous voucher
participants felt theur counseling and guidance needs were unmet more
often.than those who received WIN staff SES|stance. We found that
those respondents who chose their own t?aiping occupations got slightly
more help from theiy schools than those who received direction from the
WIN st?ff. At least 37 percent of the students wﬁb made such &% *
decision autbnomously received help in either deciding their interests

and occupat|onal goals or determ|n|ng the suitability of such |nterests

" and goals or both, while only 27-perceht of those who did not make

occupational decisions autonomously received such help (Table 8). As

WIN does not help in determining spec|f|c courses to Qe taken‘ it is

not surprising that an equal proportion of autonomous and nonautonomous e«

students received counseling in this area. Both groups of students
were equally satisfied with the amount of counselin§ and guidance they

received; in only one area, help |n reviewing progress in tralnlng,

. were the autonomous students proportlonately less satisfied

Inaddition to choice of occupation, vouchers were also de5|gned -~

to promote cllent choice of institution., But again, in fact, clients

could be d|chotomized into those who made the|r own décision apd those

who'received assistance from the WIN staff. We found that those who

g

s

‘s
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o . TABLE 8 o ' r
PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECE!VED COUNSE LING AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS .
“ e AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP* . .
L 4 BY CHQICE OF TRAINING OCCUPATION N L.
. ° . -
o — —e -
. - Received Heﬁ) MNeeded Additional Help
Typeaof Counseling ’ Did Not~ - Did Not
Lt Chose Qwn Choose. Own ™ Chose Own Choose Own
-, Training, - Training : Training ’ Training
v o -Occupation | Occupation. . Occupation Occupation
. . ., , 4
. SR VN N %o % W
P N 4 ’ . - - — =
Help in decidtng interests , . L R - /
and occupational goals. . . . . 27 (83) 3 _ (%o 15 (83) 13 (30)
Help in determining the o , » tL
suitability of interests " L. . ¢ “y
and occupational goals. . . . - 37 (82) y 27 (30) i (82) 17 (30)
Help in determining training L. ) ’ - BRI
needs and_courses that . -~ — . .
should be taken . . . . . . . . 57 (83) 57 (30) . 12 (83) .10 (30)
+ Help in reviewing prégress N ( N
in training, . . .. ... .. 48 (82) 37 (o *? zz\ (82) 3 "(30)
Personal counselin_.g N M 16 (82) 17 (30) s 7 (82) - 3, (30) ¢
i i - . . *
r) \
s Y = v
”» .”. - ‘ ) -

v

Ao
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' dld not chpose their own tra«mng institution received slnghtly more ‘

<

counsellng and gundance relating to ocqupatuonal choitce tian did those .
N who were autonomous (Table 9);, Perhaps they were still not convinced
'Ehey were in the ' rlght" fuéld Those that were autonomous however, ™ ? . )
received more guidance in areas related to training needs, courses and
progress. Equal proportions of autonomous and nonautonomous Students M
. recei\{ed personal counseling. Generally autonomous respondents did not *
report a greater need for additional counseling than thatgreported by .
¢~ nonautonomous respondents. . ) -/ e
It would be possible fgr a few disaffected individ::als to .
express needs for counseling in each of the five questions asked about
that. this way, a very few |nd|V|duaIs could account- for most of
) the apparent lack of counseling. This was not the case, hé'wever. There
were 4 total of 69 responses indicating a need for moré counseling of .
one kind or another. As it torned out, these were made- by:hO‘" Individuals
tor 35%. of the r:aspondents). Thus, while only a minority of the re‘aspon:
, dents felf a lack of guidance which they thought the séhool.s should have g .'.
glveh them, the existence of such feelings was more than simply a . '
reflection of 'th‘e responses of a few disgruntled individuals. :
Although the*data suggest tﬁat more often than not counseling
pneeds were met, tt’ney clearly were not fully met. The ef?e%té'of these
. unmet needs on students, training satisfaction and their trdining com- -
. pletion yilf’be examineéhoroughly in subsequent chapters in this,
report. s - "'"*f:;“’."f', . ¢ "

Placement Services

. A majority of the voucher clients nelther asked for nor receivedf
placement assistance from their training institution (Table o). While . P
o 35 percent of the respondénts did receive some placement halp, only .

10 percent asked for assistance but dud not recglive any/ Uf the . > »
students who did not ask for any ass:stance the majorltxgﬁad not_vyet.
completed their training or had dropped out of it. A number of other ,
. reasons for not asking for. assistance were given. Most notably S)er-
cent of the students were out ‘of the labor force; 6 percent of the
students a.h:eady“had jobs; and k4 percent of the gtudents dfd not, know ~
that placement services were available (Table 11). S <
. " ) . . -
Q- . . w S W
ERIC o Y
-,

.
S <D '
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PROPORTIONS OF, STUDENTS WHO REGEIVED™ COUNSELI N.G AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS AND l"ROPORTI.ON'S .
WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP BY CHOICE OF TRAINING INSTITUTION °

& . ]
. : m— — '
& a N . Received Help | Needed Additiohal Hetp -
c — L * -
o . . " Did Not : ™ Did Not -
- Type of gounseling Chose *Own ' Chogse Own - Chose Own Choosé Own
» . Training .. Training 3 Training * “Training N
- Institotion Institution Institution institution 77
. VNN () BENIPE SR () B % W) AR B .
- - < £ - U <$
. ~ :
Help in deciding interests. . . - <.
and occupational goals, . . . . 24 " (95) 31 - (16) 4 (95) 19 (16)
. Help in determining the - 4y - 7’”
, suitability of interests N .. : . . v, .
and occupational goals. .« .. 33 (34), B (6) (94 6 . (¥6) -
- G . .
Help in determining training oyl . . -
needs and courses that , . -7 . - .
should be.taken . . . . . . . 59 (95) Ly (16) .on (95) - 19 (16)
{ Help in reviewing progress -~ A ' ) LR h
in training . . . . . . .. .. u8 o t.(94) 25 ey - 18 (9%) ‘3\ (aey -
- ~ ! - - 4\7
Personal counseling . . + . . . . 15 (94)~ , 19 (16) ©- B (9W) 6 (iey - -
' - ’ - Ll .2
) ~ ‘ . L - . ~
] * R > .« - L
) R .
o " ) - L Py - .

¥ o -
. ! . - .
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TABLE 10

™~

{In Percentages) N

e

. Respondents: . N X . Voucher
Received placement-help.\. e e e e e e e e e 35
Asked for, but did not receive placement help, . 1o~

-
Neither askéd for nor got placement help . . . . 55

>

‘ . 2 sTotal: % L ) © Jjoo0 -
. (N » (m3)
[-4 R %
& . - - N
N . TABLE |1 . .
. ;
. REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT ASS!ISTANCE
* L (In Percentages) ,
’ <, . Reasons ) Voucf;er
' \subtotal: Didn't Ask For Help . . + . . . . . . , 55
*Didn't complete trainlag®. . .. ... ... 28
(4
- - Already.had a job., , . , . FEEEEER IR T ) 6
' wasn't looking for work at the time. . . . . 5
o , . was Jooking for work on my own ., 4
. WIN counselor sald he/she would help . 2
Rl ’ Didn't know placement services were - .-
available. . . . . ... .. ... .. L
, Heard the placement services were
- not helpful, thought it would be . ,
. awasteof tim. . . . . . .. . . ... ..-3
Other.,...................3

L} .
Subtotal: Asked For Help. . . . . . Vv « « « « &. Ls |

« Total: % . . 100
- %) . gooodmn
3 acludes Ystill in trainmg" and Vdropped out of- -
T tramlng" before conmletlon : .
v ’ W < .
L
1 3
-

. o | B ’ 2 :
=ERIC . . A N
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Voucher Participants and Their Training Occupations.--

Respondents in&ervice training occupations were more Iukely to Kave.
recelved plQ;ement ass¥stance than respondents in any other tralnlng
occupatnon Fifty- three percent of thoseé in service training occﬁpa-
flong received pssistance while only 20 to 35, percent of those |n other
training occupations got any help (Table 12)s A relatlvely Iarge pro-
portion (27%) of students in blue collar tiraining OCCUPatIOnS asked
for, but did not receive placement help. 0n|y 4 o 7 percent of those
in other training occupations found that they asked for but did not
receive such assistance. Students in blue collar,and service tralnung
octupations were the most likely to want placement assistance, while

only a very small proportion gf students with professional, technical

%
or administrative training occupations wanted" such assistance.

. N .

TABLE 12 . s

RESPONDENT§' RECEIPT OF PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE FROM SCHOOLS
BY TRAINING OCCUPATION
(in Percentagey)

) Professional, 7
Respondénts: - Technical, Clerical Blue'Collar Setvice
> Administrative . -
’ <mes
Received placement help... 21 - 35 ) 32 53 |
Asked for, but did, not . ,
receive placement help.. 7 L, 27 6
Neither aske&d for nor )
+ got placement help....... 71« 6l 41 h 4
2~ -
Total % 99 100 100 100
. (N) W - L (22) a7
. N -

{

while the primary reason respondents did not ask for placement
help was because they had not completed their training, there were pro-

portnonately more students~in professnona\ technical, administrative *

or clerical tra|n|ng ogcupations who had dropped’out of training or’ .<%

were not f%t finished. Fourteen percent of the profe$sional students

wHo did not ask for assistance were ngt looking for work, a much

larger proportlon than in any other training occupatlon (Table "13).

) 2 y
. -

-

~

~
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TABLE 13 "

<

v

-

4 REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT A$S|S+ANCE BY TRAINING OCCUPATI ON
{in Percentages) t

ey

>

e . : ‘ . s =
-~ . " ’ E,". .
. ’ &« Professional, . . ‘
Réasons.. - Technical, Clerical * Blue Lollar Service
. ’ dministrative -
. - . - . - A4 ¢ - )
Subtotal'- D'ﬂn't Ask For Help. . .. . .~ .  .° Al 61 , ¥ 41 »\'M
Didn't complete training® ............. : '36¢ - 35 4 . 18
Already had a job ....7..... A by .- h 9 - - d2 T
wasn't looking for work at the fime 14 * 5 Ly TE .
was looking for work on my 9wn..:: ..... '_‘ ’ 7. 2 LT -
WiN c'ounselor sald he/she would help... - v 3 s -1
Drdn't know placement ser\uces yere . . _’ \ . * B
available..... Preerara e ietianeees . 7 z L - &
Heard the placement sefvices were . ',- ¢
. not helpful, thought it would be
a waste of* time,....co00.. P 7 2 < 4 - -
Other, ceeieresnrnnennes e j - - - =3 - 6
Subtotal: ,Asked For Help . . . . e e . - 28 ° 39 59 w59
< - -, o, R - ) -
- Total % . 99 00 .t 99 = -l
. (NY . o Qu) . (57) - 22) . an
w ¥ - , )
" Anchudes "still in training' and "dropped but of trZI;ingﬁ before ‘compleigon.
- N Iy _
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Almost all of the students with service training occupations who did

-~

not ask-for placement assis‘tance did not do so because: they already
had a job, while those with blue collar training occupations were
looking on.thejr own. Those with clerical training occupations‘gav‘e
‘v a wlde variety of reasons why they had not as(ed for dlacement help
Eltmlnatung those students sti l’l |n tralnlng or those who dropped out,
a prlma‘ry reason for not ask:ng for assnstance was because the respon-

-

dent alre.adY had a JOb v . .o . Co.

. Male and‘Female Students. --Male students were just as likely

to receive placemgnt assistance from their tralnlng lnstltutuon as

ey

vfere female student§ Thirty=six percent of the ma]e- enrol lees and -

E
‘- 38 percent of the female enrollees saud they received such assistance
(Pable W)+ - . L~ - = ’
s - )
/ . y . R , — , ] -~
. P TABLE H» . ~
PRESPONDENTS' RECEIPT OF' PLACEM‘ENT ASSLSTANCE FROM SCHOOLS BY SEX *
. . & “(In Percentaged) .~ ° !

° d - .

R . . e
& Respondents:; .. e ° . Male Fe.male .
N - . Ay , ‘
. T '\ — 4

Received placement help. . . aEe D e e e 36 38

Asked for, but did not rec@we placement help, e 16 )
Neither asked- ‘for nor__got placement help . . . . .. , 48 55
- ' -~ - . [ ,
~ Total % * . .. ’ 100 100
' (N). ' . (25) . -(88)
- v . e, '.
g " . e
B P . .o -

The male stfdents were sl.ightly r‘nore.'likely to want placement \stis-
ta:ce, 52 percent of tl:ge male studer:ts ngut-only L5 percent of the
female sfudénts had "asked for it'. of the L8 percent of the maIe
students. and the 55 percent of the female students who pelther asked
for nopr received placement asskstance, a majority of these had either
dropped thelr tralnung or J\ad not yet completed it. A number of othet
reasons ‘Sor not asking for, assistance were Jiven (Table ISY Most
: .notably,_7 percent of the female students were out of the labor . .

force_-at the time Bit none of 'the male students were. Also of
. . . o .
4 ;

£ .
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N particular interest was the fact that 12 percent of the male students hd
* v """, were looking for a job on ‘theiT own while only 2 bereent of the female .
. \
studehts were. .
) - ) " TABLE 15 :
. REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE BY SEX .
) (In Percentages)
' ’ » e« Reasons ' Male Female
- \ ; 4
- -
* Subtotal: Didn't Ask For Help» . . . . . .. 48 . 55
, Didn'€t complete training? ............ oo 120 30 ’
Already hgdajob....l.......;... e L 7 ’
Wasn't looking for work at the timex...... - » 7
Was looking for work on MY OWRLueouaesense 12 i 2
P ) WIN counselor said he/she would help...... - 2 '1;5"“.;_,
. O R
[ Didn't know placement services were . S v
available...vevereencncnnnnns eesaeens L 3 . T
‘ Heard the placement services were ) ' ‘
.- not helpful, thaught it would be
a waste of,,'tlme ..... eeeerediateerasaces 4
Other ............. eemeesaeees .... L ) -
Subtotal:. Asked For Help. . . v'v o .+ .+ . . 52" L b5
. i . . . - P . i -
s ' 7 JotaT—— L . 100 100
(N) (@) - (88)
0y - . . . *
, E 31 ncludes "stlll ‘in training' and "dropped out of tralning" N
- béfore completlon . . ,
- ) ~ : 5
Voucher Participants¥with Dijfferent Educational teveld,--
. ’ Respondénts with 12 years of education, were more likely to have
e received placement assistance from their training insti {ons. Those
' with more than 12 years of .education were the lea%kely to have - "
w -
received placement assistance primarily because a very large proportion’
* . did not wapt any * Seventy-nine percent of those with more than 12
N N g _years of edutation neither asked for®nor received placement help. -
.ot 7 .
. LA .
O - ‘ .

"ERIC | . | 4. -
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. Those with 12 years of education were bath more likely to want assis- -

‘tance and the most likely to have received it '(Table' 16).

| -

e ¢ - TABLE 16

-

RESPONDENTS' RECE|PT OF PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE FRDM SCHOOLS BY EDUCATION
(In Percentages)

-- . % v - .
! Less Than 12 More Than :
Respondents: . 12 Years Years 12 Years -
Received placement help. . .=, . . 29 42 16
Asked for, but did not ' - ' B
‘receive placergent help . . . . . 8 11 5
Neither asked for norn got . c.
placement help . . . : . . . » . 63 7 47 79 ,
L Tad
o
Total % , 10D, iDD 100
N) () v (66) as)

* é o

A ] - o N
Again for each educational group the main reason given for not
. - .

asking for assistance was that they had not compl'eted their trainirTg
(T*ble 17). COnS!del"lng the other reasons mentloned there were Sor;xe = -
interesting differences between those with more than 12 years of educa-

tion and the re‘st of 1the respondents. Whereas only 2 to L percent of‘

the rest of the respondents did not ask for assistance because they [

were looking for jobs on their own, 16 percent.of the more educated

respondents' gave this as'their reason, for not asking for-plaqement . .
o

help.

they were not Iooking for work at the time while only; 3 to 4 percent

_Similarly, 16 'perc%nt of the more educated respondents said
of those mth less educatnon made this_claim. A larger proportion of
the more & ucatgd respondents did not know placement serwces were .
available. hatever \the reasons there were considerable dufferences
in the proportion of ‘Students recenvung placement a5515tance. .

™ n Iater,(sectuons of this report, we will attempt to -evaluate ’
the effect of such piacement assistance on eariy labor force behavior.
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" * TABLE 17

REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT ASS1STANCE BY EDUCATI ON

(in Percentages) . . ) . D“..
- = H .
| o™ (I e e T
‘ Subtotal: Didn't Ask For Help . . . . . 63 - 7 79
Lo Didn't complete trainingd............ 38 . 26 26
_Already had @ jJob...eieeneriaannonals 4y 9 - ‘
Wasn't looking for work at the time.. L - 3 16 )
Was looking for work on my oWwn....... I— 2 16 ‘
WIN counselpr said he/she would help, - 3 - .
Didn't know placement ggervices were T v -—
available...eeeeieenieiine i L. L2 ll\
Dol Heard the placement services were - -0 '
\ not helpful, thought it would be . .
a waste of time,.....coiveecnn ons 9 . 1 ' -
T PP PO T B T B q
Subtotal: Asked For Help. . . . . .. o 3—] 53 - 21 N
Totl % . 100 100 100 -
) . ~ {(24) (66) (19) ]
* : alncl_udes nstill in training' and "dro.gped out &f training" ~ -~ ¢
‘ before completion. - . - .
- : < . *
. - * . ’
i . Vc‘iuch;r-Students and il'ypé of Scho.ol Attended.6--'0vera||, the *
. students enrolled in private schools were more l:ikely than those in . o
, public schools to have receivgd placement 'assi'st"ancg from their schools;
42 pércent of the enrollees in private schools and 25 percent of those )
in public schools said they, received such assistance (Table 18).
N . Apparently, ‘the students in private sch&pls were more likely * N
to want Slacement assistance, 54 percent of the private school students
‘but only 31 percent of the publi.c school students .h‘ad asked for it.
The public schools come, of f somewhat better than’ the private schoo?,r
. with only 6.percjent of 'their s.tudents b'eing denied the help they aske@ .
o .
g - | .
‘Durming, p. 9, fn. 1. .
. . y
Q . Lo ,
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schoobs tended to structure and view the role of placement services

°
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: . : TABLE 18,
I 4‘ -
RESPONDENTS' RECE[PT OF PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE FROM SCHOOLS
BY TYPE OF SCHOOL ATTENDED

’ (in Percentages) ¢
Respondents: ' public . Private
Received placement Relp. . . . . . . . . . .. . 25 L2
3Asked for, but did not receive placement help. . - 6 ro12
Neither asked for nor got placementhhelp™ . . . 68 ks,
Total % | ' 99 ! 99
W , (47) (6k)

’
-

for eompared to 12 percent in the private schools. As seen above,

>
-

68 percent of the public school and Ls percent of the private school
students neither asked for nor received placement assistance. Some of
these had not asked for such assistance because they had not finished
tFain?ng (34% of the public school students and 23% of thbse in private
schools Bad either dropped out or were still in training). Even elimi-
natnng these publi¢ school students were less likely than those in
private schools to have asked for help in getting a job, by a 48 'to 71
percent margin. A nunber of other reasons for not asking for assistance -
were given by the remaining people (Table 19). Most notably, I{ percent
of the'pubch school students and 2 percent of those in private.schools

were out of the labor force, 9 percent of the public school students and

‘5 percent of fhose in private schools already had jobs; and 6 percent of -

the public school and 2 percent of the private school students did not
know that Blacemept services were éyailable.

It is our impression from the data described in this-section
as well as from our observations during .visits to the schools in
Portland that the differences in the wsys in which the two typges of

had much to do with differences in the extent of usage by students.

7D;xnnjng and Unger, p. 9, fn: 2. *

LI
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TABLE 19 .

REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE
- BY TYPE QF'SCHOOL ATTENDED R
(In Percentages) :

Reasons . Public . Private
4
Subtotal: Didn't Ask For Help . ... . . . . . . 68 Lg
- ¢
Didn’t complete training® ......ceeeenea.ens 3h 23
Already had @ JOb.cee.vrenran aliearoonoannas "9 ’ 5
Wasn't lookihg for work ag the time......... 11 2
. " Was looking for wOrk ON{MY OWN.....eeee.ooss 4 .5
WIN counselor said he/she would help........ - 3
’ 6idn't'knoy placement sgrvices were e
avallable. cv.veiininiioineiosnoeroocnennn, 6 : 2 .
Heard the placement services were . 1
. not' helpful, thought it would be
a waste Of LiMe...cieeeerneioonnocsnrcnnns 2 . 3
(014 1= R T URT R I T T M 2 2
. 4 ’
) ‘Subtotal: Asked For Help. . ., . . . .. ... 3l i St
- " .
. N R 0 » {
Total % 99 . 99
N g . @7) - (61)
L3 I m :
=% . «
‘;uhcludes vstill in traininQK and ""dropped out of training® |

before compietion.. . ‘ . .

2

Shortcomings of Schools.--de asked the vouche; participants if

‘ « they had encountered one or more of six ''bad experiences' sometiﬁes

- encoudtered by people in vocagional training (Table 20). Overall only
minoriffes of stu?ents had encountered any.oF the six experiences.
Looking at the g}éup as a whole, the most common complaint was that the
school exaggerated chances of betting a job‘at the end of the training,

and that the school gave training unrelated to the training occupation.

! . :0f interest was whether subgroups of students evaluated their trajning,
' schools and experiences similarly. ‘ '
. . -
t
.9 ) ST . '
ERIC  »7 % % . 4. .

. ’ : =0
-
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. TABLE 20 1

o ) PROPORT! ONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VARIOUS
' UNDES) RABLE CHARACTER!ISTICS OF SCHOOLS

‘ ' . . S - VYoucher
Undesirable Characteristics 9 ™)

.

School advertised or promised .training

itdidnot give . « « « . v+ v g 0 s e ... 10 (113)
-
School exaggerated chances of getting
- a’ job at the end of training. . . . . . .. .. 24 (1n2) .
' ~  Schoo) gave training unrelated’ to the
. training occupation . . . ¢ 4 . . . . e a4 s - y !][}) .

. - School used outdated equnpment e e e e 15T (113),

Schoo)] gave training for which the student
was unprepared or for which the . .
student didn't have the necessary -
background. . « + o« 4 e v e e w e e e . 37 (113)

School gave training in material
student already knew or which ‘ .
was t00 elementary. . « . . o« 4« v . e oo . . 21,(N3)

- Voucher Participants and Their Training Occupations.--Students

with blue collar training occupations {who were also moie likely to be —

men) were more likely to.have had negative experiences with their

training institutions than were students enrolled for any other training
-7 occgpations. Twenty-five-perceﬁt f€lt'unpre§ared wi thout the necessary

background for training-{Table 21). None of the blue coltlar students

felt that they had received training in material which they already knew
or which was too elementary. At the same time 13 percent felt that the
- school thad advertised or promisé&‘training it did not give. -
‘  Students with ;érvice training occupations were considerably
. less likely to have had negative experiences Yith tﬁeir training .
,”,', institutions. Those with professiopal, technical, administrative and
.clerical t;ainigg occupations all seemed to have had similar experi-
: ences with their trainﬁng institutioné.l Larger proportions of these

students felt that their training institutions had given them training

Q - 4‘/_',,' ‘ ‘
.ERIC oo S , »

- . ”




TABLE 21~
PROPORT\ONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VARIOUS UNDESIRABLE CHARRCTERISTICS
OF SCHOOLS BY TRAINING OCCUPATION .

-

’ * R

Professional, ,
Technical, Clerical Blue Collar - Service -

’
" Undesirable Characteristics T . :
_Administrative . .

PO

- . PRT) % () YR NI T )

b4

¥
J CES

School advertised or promised training ’ -
it did not give e e e g e (57) 13 (28 n .(18)

School exaggerated chances of getting ' .

a job at the end of trdining.. . . . ¢ov « .+ (56) 29 (24) 22 . (18)
School gave training 'unrelated to the .

training occypation . . . . . S e e ' . (57) 17 (24) (18)

School used outdated equipment ce (57) 17 (24) (18)

School gave tralnlng for which the student

was unprepared or for which the student .

didn't have the-necessary background. . . . .v . (57) (24) (18)
School gave training in materlal student . ) .-

already knew or which.was tod elementary. . . ’ (57) (24) (18)

-
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unrelated to their occupation than did students withxeither blue

v

collar or serv1ce training occupations.

. Male and Female Partlcnpants <-With only one exceptlon,8

larger proportions of male ‘students than femalé students had negative
experiences in their training institutions (Table 22). Most notably,
2L percent of the male trainees (but only ISA of* the female tra|nees)
felt that the schoo!l gave tra|n|ng for which they were u prepared and
for which they did not have the necessary background. early identical
proportions of male and female students felt that Che\if)ools gave

training in material that they already knew or whigh was too elementary

for them. ) .

.

Voucher Participants with Different Education Levels.--Those

with less than 12 years of education were considerably more likely to
.have had negatuve expernences than were ‘those with mor'e education
(Table 22). Twenty five percent of the students with less than 12
years ‘of education claimed that the school gave trannnng for which

they were unprepared while only 13 percent of those with' 12 years of |

education and 16 percent of those with more tE’_—Tf——Ears of education
made this claim. Thirty-three percent of these students said ‘that

their schools exaggerated chances of getting a job at the end of. traln-.}
ing, wh|le only, 22 percent of those with I2 years of education and

2} percent of those with more than 12 years of education encountered

his. A smdller proportioh of less educated students found that their
school gave training in material that they dlready knew or which was
too elementary for them. 'Those with more education were less likely

to encounter bad experiences,
>

i

Voucher Students wand Type'of School Attended9 ~-0ne, of the

charges frequently Ievelled against private vocatuonal schools is that
they do not fulfill the exp]uc:t or implicit promises they make to

potential students.. Qur data suggest that, in comparlson with public -

schdols, there is some merit in these charges. Nope of the respondents

who attended public schools but 14 percent of those who had been in .

. - —Xq . ,

» 8A larger proportion of female, students felt .that.their school
gave tra|n|ng unrelated to their tra|n|ng occupatlon
‘9 . * 4
bunning, p. 9, fn. 1. .

d_* gt} ¢ .
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. , . TABLE. 2Z ) ) -
» - )
PROPOBTIONS!OF RESPONDENTS REPORT!ING VAR1 0US UNDES1IRABLE CHARACTERIST|CS o
. , , - OF SCHOOLS BY SEX AND EDECAT|ON ~
' Hale Female Less Than 12 More Than .
Undesirablg Caracteristics T ¥ Years Years 12 Years *
» - % ) N T % )
& e TW
School advertised or promised . ‘ '
tralnlng it did nét give, . . .- 12 (25) 9, (88 T13 (24) 6 (69) s (19)
School exaggerated chances of _ -
getting a job at the end of ~ b . . { -
7 training. N 28 ' (25) 23 (87) 33" (24) 22 , (68)* 21 (19) . ? ..
. s a2t . , . <,
e 4 School dave training unrelated . . s ) . .
\ » to the training occupation... . . 16. (25) . 26 (8&8) s 29 (24) 22 (69) . 26 (19)
. . 3 L.
. : " Schoof; used outdated equipment. . 24 (25) 13 (88)° }5’ (24). 13- (69) 5 (19)°
¥ <« B . Rl " -
. School gave training for which / . ‘ .
. the student was unprepared or i i
for which . thes’student didn't . . - . S
- have the necessary background . .24 (25).- 15 (88) .- 25 (24) 13 (69) | '@ () -, |
’ - , - ?r . . ' o® : v . . ‘
School gave training in material o SN R ‘ ' - e B " -
. studept already knew r which ! - 3 : ’ . : ( _
: was too eledentary. . . ﬁ 20 _(25) 22 (88) 717¢ (24) 22 (69) - 21 (19) . -
- rs a g ¥y - £ > - 2 .
3 v . 2 7 R ) P a: ,.:a:au . —
. ’ . a7 i ’. . ° - v \b 4
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prlvate schools, said that their schools advert|sed or 'promised .train-

ing that was not glven Further, only ‘8 percent of the pubMic school

students, but 36 percent of those in private schools, said that their

5chools exaggerated the chances of getting a job at the end of training

> (Table 23). -

T8 23,

I

PRQPORT1 ONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VAR| QUS~

UNDES1RABLE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS

’ . BY TYPE OF SCHODL ATTENDED

»
°

Public Private
UndesirabTle Characteristics ) % (Nf % (N)
School adveFtised or promiseé' . .
training it did not give . . . . . . . . % (49) 14 (64)
School exaggerated chances of
getting a job at the end of o ?
training................‘8(‘+9) 36  (63)
School gave training unrelated ' . .
to the training.occupation . . . . . . . 24 (49) 23 (6&7‘_
School used outdated equipment . . . . . . 6 (49) 22 (64)
Schoal ‘gave training for which g %
the student was unprepared or a4
for which the student didn't -
have the necessary background. . . . . . 18 (49) 16 (64)
School gave braining in material .
student already knew or which
was too elementary . . . . « - - o . - - 18, (49) 23" (64)

S

[3

v

The fact that over one-third of the private school students feit that

their séhoqls had exaggerated emp)oymeuﬁ'opportunities suggests that

the private'schools too often do succumb to the pressure to sell' their

.

training. RN

' “A third area n which the private schools were at a notlceable

disadvantage as viewed+by, the students was in the equipment used‘in

training. Private school students were markedly more likely thah those

.
4
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in public schools to say that they had encountered outdated eq:ipment
in their training.

. . Just under one-quarter of the students in each type of school
. . : said that they encountered training that was unrelated to the occupa-
tion for which they were preparing. Studentsﬁin,the two types of

N schools also were quite similar, in the proportions who said that
training was not commensurate with their preparation and background--
either not up to the student's level of preparation, o5 beyond it.

_Voucher Participants with Differing Defrees of Autonomy.--
Neither those students who cHbse their own training occupation nor

those who did not had more negative encounters with their trqining.l

. l\,,J ~institutions (Table 24). Proportionately more of those who were not
t * autonomous felt unprepared for their training. However, proportion-
ately fewer of those who were ,not autonomous repoﬁted that their
schools gave tra|n|ng unrelated to their tra:nlng occupatyon.‘

’ . Interestlngly, those students who chose their own training
institution were consuderably more likely to have had negative experi-
ences with their schgo!s than’those who did not. Larger proportions
of\those who were. autonomous felt that the school advertised or .

pnomised trainihg it did not give, exaggerated chances of getting a

. JOb at the end of training, used outdated equipment, and gave tralnlng

for whlch thay did not have the necessary background. 10 However, -

Fnearly identical proportions of autonomous and nonautonomous studen}s‘

felt that their school gave training in material already known or

which was too elementary. .

o s : Quaiity of Instruction.~-Overall, voucher part|C|pants felt
tﬁét;thelr instructors were knowledgeable, good teachers and concerned
Q@ .
i ind|y|dan§ (Tables 25-27).
> M %%?
¢ ' ) R . N
‘ N ’
- - N n
. . . .
.

loThns was one of the ear[y fears of giving complete autonomy
+ to WIN participants. However,_the full effects (if any) of thi's on”’
dropping out of training and early labor force behavior must be
analyzed to evaluate the effects of autonomy. . .

L)
) o /- - . ) 5‘3

% .
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TABLE, 24
PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VARIOUS UNDES|RABLE®CHARACTERISTICS
“OF SCHOOLS, BY AUTONOMY OF CHOICE IN SCHOOL AND OGRUPATION

AL;tonomy of Client

Chose Did Not ~ ¢those Did Not
Own Choose Owp - 4 Own Choose Own
School School .. . Occupation Oqcupation

- ~ % W oW % % ()

Undesirable Characteristics 1

3

’

School advertised or prom'rsea .

training it did not give. . . . . . . (95) = . (16)
Schoo!l exaggerated chances of ’ ) ,

getting a job at the end of ¥ . . -

ErPaining. + v o v 0 0 e e e e e (94) 13 +(16) .27 (82) 17 (30)- *°

. \ ~ L - . v

School gave training unrelated - ’ . £ -

to th® training’vecupation. . . . . . 24 (95) 25 . {16) 27 (83) 17 (30)
Ychool used outdated equipment. . . . . (95) 6 (16) 12 (83) 23 (36)
School gave training for which

the $tudent was unprepared or

for which the student didn't

have the necessary background .

School gave training in material. -
student already knew or which
was tqo elementary. .

&
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I .+ “TABLE 25
o R -
¥/ RESPONDENTS! ASSESSMENTS OF INSTRUCTORS! .
\ KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECTS .
\“\(In Percentages)
. @ N, . Youcher
Instructors_knew subjects weli . o 80
. .Instructors kneW subjects some . . ., . . 17
" Anstructors knéw subjects little . . ., 2 .,
. S .7 -
Totale & T 99
. (N) (nz)y
’kcw >
PR v .’ . P
TABLE 126 <
- —
- .resBoNDENTS asscSenents o THE aprify

+OF INSTRUCTORS AS TEACHERS®
(In Percentages) - -

Instructors were very dood . .
Instructgrs were pretty good .

Instructofs weré poor, . ... . . . 2.
Total % .
) (N) . -

TaeeE 27 (U

7" RESPONDENTS' ‘APPRALSALS OF TEACHERS' INTEREST

. (In Percentages)

b I

- »

. L)
Teachers were really interested. .

Teachers were not very'interested, .

Total % g
. N - - .

Teachers were somewhat interested, . . ,.

-

Voucher

v

-Voucher
63
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v Voucher Participants and Their Training Occupation.--Thaugh

« students with service tfannnng occupatnbns felt their |nstructors were
|nterested and concerned about then, they also felt less posntnve
about thelr teaching abultty than did tbose in other training occupa-
tions (Tables' 28-30), Severteén percent felt they were poor instruc-
torg as compared to 8 or 9 percent of those in other traihing .
occupations. " . ' - ~

Those with professnonal technical or admlnls;ratlve tralnlng
occupations had the nost posntnve image of their teachers' knowledge
of the-.subject and of their teaching abi lgety though the differences
betwee; the studehts wnth different ,training ocpupatlons was small.

Male and Female Partncnpants --Male students were more

.sat|sf|ed that their instructors knew their-subjects well (96A)
Female students‘were a littlé more conservative.in their assessment
o B . . ' )
(Table 31)., Very few voucher gtudents felt that their instructors

.

really did not know their subJects~

n

I/2) thought their lnstructors were very good teac ders, (T ble 32) with
{

[
.

Equal’proportnons of male and;female students (appr&ximately

a sllghtly !arger proportlon of the female. than male students (8%) .

feellng they were"poor. . L) e,

P Althougsh a majority of all re5ponQents believed their teachers
to be Interested in’them as lndlviduals a Sllghtly Iarger prOportuon
(8%) of’ womkn than men believed thenr igstructors were not”very

, interested in them (Table 33).°

Noucher-Partucnpants wnth Different Educatibnal JLlevels.-~

Respondents with 12 years of education felt most positive about their
lnstructors. Elghtwaour percent felt they knew thesr subject well; 4;’
62,percent reported’;hey were very good teachers and 68 percent said
they were concerned InlelduaIS (Tables 31- -33)., Those students Ruith
Iess education had a §||ghtly ‘less pos:tive image of their instructors.
Nune percent felt they knew little of their subject, were poor instruc-
tors and most notably, 26 percent felt, they)%gte not very interested in

* them (Tables 31-33). ‘The differences in attitude will be thoroughly

. 4
pursued in subsequent sections of this report. - ¢
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. N TABLE 28
’ RESPWOENTS' ASSESSPGNYS OF INSTRUCTORS' KNOWLEOGE OF SUBJECTS BY TRAINING OCCUPATION
. (I1n Percentages) .
Professional,
. Technical, *  Clerical Blue Collar Service
-~ _ Adminlstrative .
Instructors know subjécts well, . . . . T 7 - 83 . 83
“"Instructors knew subjects some. . . . . s 15 . 2} A 13 11
. Instructors knew subjects little. . . , - 2 4 . 6
N 3 ) - L]
o Total % . S T 100 100 100
(N). (13) (57 (24) (18}
\ hd - ¥
'3 . .
.y ”-7'_/— : - b
. ' N 3 z -
. T R - &
. - .o - . TABLE 29y .
RESPONDENTS ' ASSESSMENTS OF TNE ABILITY OF INSTRUCTORS AS TEACHERS 8Y TRAINING OCCUPATION | (‘
R « * e (1n Percentages)
- 2
’ { Professional, N . -
i %. Technical igg Clerical B!ue’-céllar Service
. ;| Administrative ‘l/ P
., . “ 3 )" .
Instructors were very good . ., 53 & - . 58 61
Instructors,were prot LT T 39 33 / 22
.
’ Instructors were poor . T, . . . . 8 $ 9 . 8 17
> Totaff % . - 100 100 99 100
. . . (13) 1 (24) (18)
-\ n' . \, . .
) , ~
; .
- X Y
) o A ‘ N ” - b
. \ ‘ TABLE " Yy -
§° « . ,e
' N - RESPONDENTS " AP ISALS OoF TEACﬁERS' INTEREST 8Y TRAIN'{G OCCUFATI 0’( g
' - (in Percentages) 2
L4
/' ) Profésglonal, ° . v
. . - Technical, . Clerlcal * glue collar Serv‘lce
o P - .o Administrative N
\ : ==
»  Teachers ‘were rea‘ly interestede. . , .7 sh ot 63 , 63 72
’ | Teakhers at intorested . , . N . 19. 25 2z
! L
Teachers werd not very interested ; . s 15 * 18 ir - 6
+ ¢ !
“ % Total % . ,. vloo o7 100 101 o 100
. . *) o (13) Rt (24) (18)
< _ — N ,
N - e -
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3 . *
v () .‘ -
. ' . .
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' ‘. \ .
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o TABLE 3} : -

. RESPONOENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF"INSTRUCTORS' KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECTS BY@ND EDUCATION
(1n Percentages)

I’ . Less Than 12 More Than
. Hale Female 12 Years Years ¢ 12 Years
Instructors knew subjects well ., ™ [, 96 76 % 9
tnstructors knew subjects some, . . . . - 22 V7 ’ 15 21
Instructors knghFsubjects Jittlel . . . 4 2 ' 9 1 -
Total % . 100 i00 N 100 l009 100
. % (N) . (25) | (87) (23) (69) (19)
- .
’ . . . -
-~ —— PO
- N v 4 *
’ .
- e I
! . TABLE 32 . .

RE{PONDENTS‘ ASSESSRENTS OF THE ABILITY OF INSTRUCTOBS AS TEACHERS BY SEX ANO EDUCATTON
i o

{In Percentages)- .

J ) .
. tess Than 12 Hore Than
e / Hale Ferale : 12 }ears ™ Years 12 Years |
. - . ‘e A
\ e “
tnstructors were very 9ogd. « .+ . . 56 54 . 4 62 - 42
- . LY
Instructors were pretty good. . .« . . . ! 40 35 \ - L8 8 sh7 v
< s
InStructors were poor . « £ . . . . y 12 ‘9 0 n
A . v, - . - .
Total % 100 101 101 100 100
. (N) v (25) (87) (23) (69) (19) .
Y (-3 " - -
4 . \ ¢
. * .
* . . N .
r] - -
l~ -
. 2 ~ TABLE 33 ~
A 3 .,
RESPONDENTS' APPRAISALS OF TEACHERS' INTEREST BY SEX AND EDUCATLON N
. (Aln Percentages) 7 .
Less Than 12 More Than
- " . Héle Female : 12 Years Years 12 Years,
* .
Teachers were really interested . . 68 62 57 68 58
.- Teachecs were somewhat interested , . . 24 22 P ¥ 20 37
Teachers were not very interested . . . -8 16 26 12 ¢ 5
. . - -
. ; -
Total % : 100 100 * ‘ 100 100 100
N) - . (25) (87 (23) . (69) (19)
-4 o e A N
4
.
. . £ . ~
.
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Voucher Students tbes of Schools Attended''.--Voucher i
— = -\ -
students enrolled in private schools gave their instructors somewhag
lower ratings in interest than did tho:se in public schools (Table 36).
The private school students _were also less, hkely than those in pubhc
schools to g|ve their |nstru<:tors high ratings on the lnstructors' .
/\
knowledge of4the|r subjects (Table 34), as well as on their ability in ‘
s v . ) -k ' . -
teaching «(Table 35).- - ¢ ., -
- . , . ) ,
., o ‘
; . TABLE 3t o B
RESPONDENTS ! ASSESSMENTS OF §NSTRUCTORS' KNONLEDGE OF SUBJECTS ¢ .
BY TYPE OF SCHOOL ,
.~ {in Percentages) . - .
. 3 = = = .
. Public _Private &

f’ , / / , - 4
instructofs knew subjects well . . . . . .. ‘92 71 ~ ~
.Instructors knew subjects some . 8 ° . 24, .

A £ . . P . . £ Y. ’,‘I /I » f ‘i
Tnst¥ructors knew subjects:little . . ... . . < 5 .
« . = > - ‘
 Total % . oo 100
Ny . (49) (63) :
* . . - :
O TABLE 35 -y
RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF THE ABILITY OF INSTRUCTORS AS TEACHERS . .
- *?  BY TYPE OF SCHOOL :
. » (In Percentages)

. . v, Public Private "
lnstruétors were very good . . . . .ouge . s 67 Ly - B
Instructors were pretty good . . . . . « . . -31 r Lo | S

L INStructors were PoOr, = . « « & o « « + o & 2 16
"Total % s 100 100 * -
- & N () (63) .
[PV b i * . l'ad
a by T .
v : X
. HQUnning, g 9, fn. 1.4 . - : e
i ~ | ] . B . ]
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: ) ' TABLE 36 - S
B 5RE$PONDENTS' APPRAISALS , OF TEACHERS' INTEREST BY"TYPE: OF SCHOOL
. ﬁ . (ln Percentages} .
RN ” N ' ) Public 5; Private
N — 7
Teachers were really interested. . . . . . . 78 52 o
Teachers “were -somewhat interested. . . . . . 16 27
Teachers were not very interested. .4%. . . 6 - 21
7 Total % X . 100 100 .
R M A (49) (63)
e : : ,

. A
-

Nhlle it js clear that theyprivate school students did not rate

their 1nstructors as highly ad did the pubhc school stud%s, we .
* should also noté that relatively few students |n either type of school'
AN

'saw their |nstructors as benng realliy unquallﬁed in the subject they

. taught, o}r as poar teachers. o

1 . % b
s , / [ ) » . '
. . R Summary and Conclusions ’ L ' » 2
, The majority of vouchered trainees who were enrolled in \;oca- ¢ ‘o
t|onal schools.;_9 Portland had similar training experiénces, Most ,

- had a general interview with a staff member before belng admitted to

the tralntng institution in yhich they were mterested | nquiries were
. - made aBout thei? earlser scbooling. They received some counseling and . <« s
. * guidance which was generally confined to help in determining train- <7
ing needs and courses which should be taken to train for selected - - .o
) . occupatlons. Most felt they did' not need any wmore help than they . -

eived. The majority did not ask for any placement assi'stance nor .
- . did they receive any, primarily because  they-were either- seidl in a
s r.ralnnng program, had dropped their training entirely, of were out of :

the Iabor force. The manrlty had few ''bad experiences" with their

‘e

»

‘training institution, the wqrse being that the schools exaggerated the »
chancés of ge:tmg a job at the end of tralmng They felt the»r

' mstructors 'were knowledgeable, good tegchers and concerned and inter=

este_d in their students. They were, for the most paxt rather satisfied " '

-

with the training they received. )
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‘were also more likely to want additional help. They encountered more .

4 . o

: a ”‘ o 43~

However, there were some differences in the training experi-

enceivoigthe various subgroups of voucher clients, Male student® were

glven£§d¥éss rigorous admissions screening than were female students.
They received tess counseling and.then found that their needs for

.
guidance were more often unmet. Though the male students were as >

likely as the female' students to receive placement assistdnce, they

'bad experiences" with, their traini titutions, yet they assessed
their instructors more hnghly;__Iﬁe?f’::z}€l| satisfaction with their
training was slightly lower than that of tjie female students. oy

.o Those with less than 12 years of éﬂucatlon were not screened as
rigorously epon admission to training s were those with 12 years of
education. . They received more’counseling than those witn more thana . 5
12 yedrs of education and were more satisfied that their needs for

.guidance and counseling were met than those with more education. They

were conSIderably mSre likeldy to have had ''bad expernences“ with their

tranning instttutlons than those with more education. The?\were less ot
sat!sfled wnth tpenr lnstyﬁators and overall trainlng than those with .
more ednjcati'on. - - b‘u}tw . j‘( ) !

£  Students with 12 Years of education had a,moré'rngorous admi s- P ¢

sions screening. They were more® llkely to have had piacement assnstance.
These students had fewer '"bad experiences' with their training institu- . ’
tions thanAfhose with lees education. Théy received the most Eounselfng
and guidance and reported the smallest prqportion1of unmet needs.P They
were satisfied w;th their lnstructors. ' ’ s

e The most educated students were not rigorously screened at,
admissiqn, received the least amount of counseling and had more unmet
-needs for guidahce and counseling. However, they.had few ''bad . .
experientes'. ) ' .

The training expefiences. of autonomous and nonautonamous
respondents were similar, thought those who chose their own training
océupation needed slightly more counseling and guidance than those who
did not. Even though they received more counseling than the honautono-
" ’

mous students, & slightly larger,broportion.pf autonomous ngdent51

felt their needs were still unmet. The students who chose their own ™
/ ’ -

R
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e . . .
guidance and counseling they received than students with blue collar,

*

. b
.

training institution also received slightly more counfeling and guidance

than those who did not.

. The training experiences of the younger and older students were
similar though the younger students received slightly more counseling «
than d}d the older one, and they felf a still greater need for_addi:
tional  help. @

< The training experiences o% students were different deoending

on their training occupation. Those with orofessional training had a
less rigorous screening at admissions. They received as much counsel-
ing and guidance as they requested. They tended not to want,or ask
for placement assistance. These students had a fa|r _share of bad
encounters in-their tralnlng and though they ranked “their instructors
bighly, overall they were_iess satisfied with their tra|n|ng‘than were
those with other ‘training occupations. T

Those in blue collar training had less. rigorous screenlng at
admissions as well. They, receuved less counseling thdn they requested
and were morerlﬁkely to have their nkeds unmet; They were lkely to ask
for placement|help which they did not receive. They seemed to have had a
Iargg*prbﬁorpion of '"bad experlences” with their trannnng,&nstntuffons
Howeverq r?é(students rank&d their instructors highly.

Sfudents preparing for service occupations recenved a rngorous
screening at admissions, They were the most likely to receive counseling

and gundance and the least likely to report such heeds unmet, They were

. likely to receive placemeht services, and theythad fewer negatave exper?-

‘ences in training than those in other fields, Though they d;d hot rank
their insgructbrs highly in knowledge of subject and teaching ability,
<they did feel'they wWare concerded and interested in their students,

Students wi th clerical training occupations alsb had a rigorous

screéning at admissions. They were more satisfied with the -amount of

. — @
professional, technical or administrative training occupations. They

did encoggter their fair share of ''bad experience§‘ with their training

institutions. °°
Despite variations of experience from one subgroup of voucﬁered

trannees to another, the reader must tfemember however, that by angl

Iarge most of the students had redsonably good experiences, in thelr

s
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tl"aining Unfulfilled but perceived needs for guidance apd counselnng,

denial of ‘requested ‘placement assistance, bad experiences encountered

in training, low evaluations’ of .instructors, and dissatisfaction with

the training‘,were‘, in general,‘descril\ued by only rather small minori-

ties of the students.

8y

The implications of these different training experiences for °
: training satisfaction, tradining completion, and early labor force
N s

behavior wiil be examined next.

u
B .

.
. ‘ o !
o o
’
. ' , 4
~ ' *
.
’ s : . e
3 b "
! ; . . .\
¥ N Y v ‘ ) ’
. “ )
» £
{ F ., )
4 ) -
~ :
a
. f ' ., * , ~ "
S ‘ g
. - .. B
L] -'l
. {
“ i
e w o v - f &
é . . -
4 N . i .
. N
N .
i o
.. .0 .
' 3 [
v § %
~ s A
. M )
3 I d .
4 N .
¢ “ i [
. ! N
ALl
. . i
B - °
' Y .
€ Y -
- . !;'
. -
¥ .
"n"
. X

ERIC ¢ . -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-

[} ‘ 111. INITIAL TRAINING OUTCOMES: CLIENT SATISFACTION ’ y

) ! AND TRAINING COMPLETION -t " ' -

s 3 .

N
' Phase | of this longitudinal study| 2 estabzfshed that WIN {°
clients will accept the voucher and undertakeethe responsibilities

associated with it. They can make decisions on occupatnons and’trann- ‘,'
- ing institutions and can succeSSfully hegotiate admission to tralnlng N L.

T institutions without agency inierve;tion. It has also been established i
: that their decnsnons on octupation and training institutions are as {
"reasonable“ as the decisions made by participants in the 1973 regular . . ‘>
WiN tralnlpg program. There are, hpwever, important additional consid-
rerations bearing on tLe,ﬁeasibility of vouchers for’training which go. o
,Eeyond the issue and comﬁitmebt stepg. in"order to assessgihe relative ‘{

utility of vouchered training (which is necessary in order to reach a

' ' ! / decision on whether to adopt a vogpher option as_ an alteﬁpat[ye me thod
of providing manpower training to disadvantaged clients), it is neces-
sary to examine the r'1ative satisfaction voechered and nonvouchered
clients .had with] their training, ?elative‘training epmpletion rates .
amoﬁg vouchered /and nonvouthered clients, labor ferce participation

- rates, and ocfupational destinations of the employed trainees. ’This ) o
chapter will deal with two of these fraining outcomes: satisfaction

t ‘with the training received, and training completibn. e .

' : AP

2 ) J
.o , ¢ A sy ]
Bruce B. Dunning, Occupational Chpices 3dnd Vocational School -
' -Selections: Experiences with the Portland WIN Vducher Training Program

(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., December,

1976) .

. " 2ann Richardson and Laure M. Sharp, The Feasibility of
Vouchered Training in WiN: Report on the First Phase of a Studx
(Washington, D.C.: Bureaubof soécial Science Research, Inc., December,

SRR £ 70V . - :
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A. Training Satisfaction " -4

Since tralnlng satlsfactlon is a crucnal Iink in the hypothet-

ical chain between institutional training and enhanced employabnllty,
we must cons_|der it both for vouchered and regular WIN partng»l,pa‘nts

Comparing vouchered to regular clients will not only allow us to assess
1Y
|V ) the impact of trannnng satisfaction on subsequent labor forcte experl-

. ences, but will also allow us to distinguish between the effects of

training satisfaction and satisfaction with the decision-making process.
&

3 . ’
’ o ' i »\/\

. Major Hypothesis and Related Findings . L e

Although WIN clients are neither trained counselors nor experts
on the _|ob market they may know their own interests and talents as .
. - well as or better than anyone else. It is reas nable to hypothesize '
. that they are therefore capable of making dec/anons About training

occupations and training institutions that are as judicious as theﬁe
. made by the VIN staff. * in fact, the overall occupatlonal choices 9‘
voucher recnpnents resembled quite closely thbse of the regular par-
ticipants in institutional tra|n|ng, and 90 percent of all the respon-

L

dents attended the same 20 training institutions. 1t rem@ins to be >
. seen, thoughy whether the training was equally setisfying. For .
purposes of alﬁalysis then, the following null hypothesis is proposed:
.

/

5 —

3AII respondents were asked: ' Y
How satisfied are you with the training you got?
0 = Very Satisfied . - \
., | Somewhat Satisfied ;o R
Not Very Satisfied
N 3 = Not Satisfied at All
The categories used for both dlstrnbugon tables and regression analyses

m were as follows:
. - s 0 Satlsfled \
w» - 1-3 = Not Satisfied '
. Collapsing in this manner, which was dictated by the heavy concentration
at the ''satisfied" end, has introduced a.conservative bias into our
analysis. By and large, we will be talking about those who were very

satisfied with theif training, meamng those coded 0 on the tra|n|ng .
satisfadction question. .

ni

([T

-
— ’ quee Dunning, page 77, fn. 1, p. 47 of ‘this report. :
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There will be no significant difference
in the proportion of vouchered and pon-
vouchered WIN clients in inst%&ut'onal
training that report satisfaction with .2
‘their traimring.
Most WIN partlcnpants respondnng to the sufvey were satnsfled
with thelir training. We found VIrtually no difference in the propor-
tion ucher and regular respondents that reported satisfaction

with their institutional training. whi le 79 percent of the conven-

t;?hal WIN participants were satisfied with thetr training, 80 percent -
. the vbucher recipients reported satnsfactnon as well,

¢ when we pooled the data to exami the effect of system (voucher

w/

or regular) on"training satisfaction (see Appendix F, Table F-1 for

) results), we found that what at the gross level was a ﬁegllglble dif-

:'. ference in satléfgction with training (79% of the regulars.and 80% of . ¢
the vouchers), spteads out once minor differences in group compositiog /
are takenvinto agcount. 5 We find that the estimated prOportion of ! )

¢ regular partlcqpants satcsfned with thelr training is 83 ?ercent whnle}

the estimated proportlon of the vouchered trainees is 76 percent,

Whnle there is more of a spread and direction has reversed there stlll

rema|ns no significant difference in the proportion of vouchered and

nonvouchered WIN clients in institutional training that reporf satis-

faction with their training.6 We therefore cannot reject the null

hypothesis. ,

. " Although the proportlon of v, ucher\and regular WIN participants

. expressing satisfaction with their aining is not significantly

. . . . . . LI
different, it remains to be seen if articular trainee characteristics

o
are associated with training satisfacti for both the vouchered and
‘nonYouchered skstems. Which characteristics affect the two systems

similarly? Whidh characteristics affect the two systems «differently? .

- R E

5The technique used for this purpose was multlple.regreSSJon
analysis, which provides estimates of the effects of selected variables
independent of the effects of all other variables in the regression
model, on the probability of being satisfied with training. For a more
» complete discussion of this. technique, see Appendix F.

. /
o 6A z test was Used to test the significance of differences
between proportlons It was not significant at the .05 level.

TN - e,
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This kind of information will help in ultimately designing a system
which better satisfies the needs of the various subgroups which in the )
aggregate constitute the WIN clientele. ‘ -
Factors That Appear to Influence Training -.
Satisfaction Similarly in the Vouchered v - . . '
. and Regular Systems (Vouchering Did [jot . - ) e
Make A Difference)7 .
: The two WIN systems offer the clients differeni'experiences.
However, the data suggest that certain characteristics influence the
. training satisfaction of clients similarly regardiess of system. This
, .
section will look at such characteristics. o
- Education.--The less educated WIN participants, those with

/

e

O

FRIC °

PR A 1 7ex: rovided by e

- ~ . - .
less than 12 years of education, ylere‘con5|derably l&ss satisfied with

their institutional training than were the more educated participants
_(Table 37,

.

) } > TABLE 37 ‘ i

&THE I NFLUENCE OEEEDUCAT|0N ON TRAINING SATESFACT[ONF ;5 I
(in Pesrcentage's) ' !

N Estimated Proportion Satisfied
With Training

. . IS

L . ' Voucher Regular’
Y L 80 79 .
tes&Than 12 years. . . . . . 61 7 . " )
12 years. . . . e © 85 © 8 e
More than. 12’ years. o /. 85 82 . °

» s " .

T - 7.

aAppendrx F, Table F-] presents the full regressnon
resPits for voucher and regular recipients. .

. - ? .
3 * .
’ . -

, 7lncluded are all deyiations from the grand mean that are in
the same dlrectlon even i1f the absolute values of the regression
coefficients "are not the same. For example, since both voucher clnent&
and regular clients with less than 12 years of education have a regres-
sion coefficient of -19 and -6 they will be included here even though
there is an 1! percentage point differenc in the estimated proportion
of woucher and regular individuals with 16 than 12 Years of education.

. ©
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This appears to be true regardless of system, and raises' thf question

of whether the less educatéd NIN??_(espondénts are '"falling through the

slats?" “Is Instutut!onal tratnfng only for the educationally Mite?
“The data on au onomy Suggést .rfot. We need to walt and look at the
consequences of trakbning, i.e., completion and laBor force participa'-
'tion. perhaps the réasons for these differences.by educational level
lie with the schools. ' .

Voucher respondents with less thanelz years of education
reported being . Jless .satisfied with their ‘instructors and instruction
than respondents with 12 yeatrs or more of education. While 52 percent
of the less educated vouchep clients said they were dissatisfied with
their teachers 33 percent of the more edu@ade such claims
"(Table 38). °

’
.

v

TABLE 38 .
cp_nmmgou}or *THE PROPORTION OF VOUGHER PARTIC1 PANTS* MENTIONING
e THEIR SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTION -

- WITH EACH 1TEM BY EDUCATION &
¢ {(Percent Mentioning)?

Id

Less Than 12 More Than

{ tems’ Mentioned 12 Years Years i2 Years

*

¢

* Good instructors/instruction... 25 37 Ly
Liked.sybject matter. u6" <35
Liked particular class.. . ) 34 17
Practioal work application..: 24 17
Liked entire program Creienans 31

Good persofal- support..... v 25

Satisfaction

Dissatisfaction

Poor |gstructors/|nstruct|on weens e 25

Workload too difficult Chenenas 13 23 17
Learned nothirg new....., e L 3 6
Disliked spedific course,.. 17 28 6
Facilities lackings...... P E8 7

No practical werk applicatden........ 4 L f1
Disliked entire progfam.............. 8 - 3 22
No personal attention,.. . 22 9 H

(N) . (23) (69) (18)

<

3Multiple responses were permitted.

~ ' e v

LS
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Less educated voucher and reg.ular respondents\were alsé more likely to
complatn about the lack of personal attention they were glven at the
schools (Tablew 38 and 39). It is iikely that these respondents
needed more attention than the more educated and not that they got less.
The data in Tables 38 and 39 suggest some reasons for the
lower levels of satisfaction reported by the less educated. respondents,
They hed given their teachers lower ratings (Table 33) and they had -
reported ''bad expé&riences''siiore often than better educated cliept,s
(TabTe 22). Although they had actually received proportionately more
+ gounseling and guidance service than better educated cifents, a sizeable

numbev®Sf them (Table 5) expressed the nded for more such services.
-

ot

@ - !

3 -
N / TABLE 39/

COMPARISON OF ‘i‘fHE PROPORTION OF- REGULAR PARTICIPANTS MENTIONING
HEIR SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTION -~ .

/ WITH EACH ITEM BY EDUCATION'
. . {Percent Mentioning)? .
. Less Than - 12 Morée Than
I tems Mentioned R 12 Years  Years ,12 Years
Satisfaction ) ¢ ! .
Good instructors/instruction..,....... = ° 25 22 3{ 6]
Liked ‘subject matter.......cevvevnene- 19 29 1 . .
Liked particular clasS...eeeenaeernnns 3 . 7
Practical work application............ 17 23 10
Liked entire Program........o euvennns 22 28 38
Good personal s‘upport...‘....... ..... P 9 W .
Dissatisfactign . - s 7 . .
Poor mstructors/lpstruc_tuon J 8 12’ 5 N
Worklpad téo difficult. ... .. ..:.... 22 7 10, . -
' Learned NQthing NeW. ..ee.vuveiroornons 6 5 - L
Disliked specific course......... .3 2, -t
Facilities lacking......... .«..... - -2 CEFCaNEN
. No practigal work applicatidn.,....... 8 10 5 W
. Disliked }Y%re program, ,.... 6 ~ 7 - et
. Mo persofalattentionl......... B} . 6 10 .
e N ° T (8 (8 (21)
il Wallid n
3Multiple resppnses-were permitted, , o
B ey ’ ’ . - )
.‘ - Al L3 -~
. U _ Eo . .
. . . ! . .
e - ’
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Type of School At;ended --Respondents attending publlc schoo]s

were consnderably more Ilkely to be satisfied wuth thenrnnstntutional

trainiirg than were respondents who attended prnvate schools (Table L0).

-
.

' \' ) A
TABLE Lo
THE INFLUENCE OF TYPE OF SCHOOL ATTENDED
QN TRAINING SATISFACTION® :
s . —— (In Percentages) N .
. . T - . Estimated Proportion Satisfied
e . . With Training e
- - . N
a °  Vougher " * , Regular
" ¢ ‘ ° ) .
R X PP - 1 79 "
~ ! . )
Public school . . . . . . . .. 92 91
Private school. . . +» . . ., ... 70 7 .
4 aAopendlx F, Table F-1 presents the fqll regression

A Y

- disadvantage.

results for voucher and regular recupnents -~ e

.
. . -

v - 4
s

in €hapter 11 of this report, we-examined the training experi- .

* Y
ences of the voucher,clients: We do not have complete information for

students who were in the conventional WIN system. Howgver, since 90
percent of the vouchered and nonvouchered students attended the same
schools it is ot entire)y unreasonable to assume that the trannlng
experiences of the regular WiN reSpondents were similar to those of

* the vouchered students and that they shared soge'of the same reactions

As you will recall vouchered students were asked |f they had

encountered any of six ''bad experiences“ sometimes encountered by

-

people in vocatlonal training (Table 23). *Whe proportion of respondents

reportnng such experrences was considerably higher in private schools.

There wePe three areas in which the private schools were at @ noticeable

sa|d the|r schools advertlsed or promised tralnung that was not4g|ven,
Ih percent of those who had been in prlvate schools ‘made such claims.

Further, only 8 percent of the public school students, but 36 percent

while‘none of the respondents who attended public schools

[of those in prlvate schools, said ;hat their schools exaggefated the g

. , ‘ ..
. 5 T

o - 6
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chances “of getting a job at the ead of the %rainﬁng.

which the private schools were at a noticebbJe disadvantage as viewed ¢

by the students was in the’ equnpment used in training. Private

students were markedly more likely than those in public schools
that they had encountered outdated equipment in their tralnlng

when réspondents were %isked to assess their |nsrructors
edge of the subject, ability as a teacher, and interest im their
students1 the Voucher‘reqipients enrolled in private sch%ols gav
instructors ssomewhat lower raangé'kn all thgee areas than did €
in public schools (Tabies 34-36). ey

We do have comparable data on why voucher and regular st
said they were satisfied or “dissatisfied with, thelr vocatlonal t
P F]
(Fable 41). _— : ‘
- VA g
L4
. v - TABLE 41

school

to say

knowl-

e thein
hose
udents

raining

S
3

COMPAR!I SON 0F THE PROPORT!ON OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOL RESPONDENTS

MENTIOQ]NG THEIR SATISFACTION QR DISSATI%§ACTION WITH_EACH I TEM

(Percent Mentioning)

<

\

i
Voucher \ Regular

| tems Mentioned
. Bublic Private ' Public P

. ~
ritvate -

~hie . N
» ¢ ,
' /—-_\' *
0od instructors/instruction..\. 50 24 .32 , 21
Liked subject.matter.......oooeoay % 4o 26 23 =
,Liked particular class......~ 3 30 6 5
Practlcal work applncatuon...... }”& 17 22 30 13
Liked entlire program...........; 40 18 p 30 28
Good personal support..,......fﬁ% .23 L, Y18 9 8
- e A ﬁs"’ :
Dissatisfaltion ‘ . ) e g
Poor in§tructors/ipstruction:,:‘;~s 17 Lh ! §' T .
Workload tpo difficult.......... 23 18 -9 2
tearned nothing new.....eeeevues b . 3 b .- 5
Disliked specific course........ - 29 18 ¢ b [
. Facilities lacking....,veee.unns b "1 , - 4
No practical work application... 6 6 < b 12 ,° .-
Disliked entife program......... 6 . 8 - 10 -
‘No’personal attention........... . T 6 10 ) ;Mf“
. . . , .
™) wyf @ T e ]
< - : ;
ot aMultiple responses were permitEed. . -
: - : ’ J .
a had - R
- “
P "‘ M
[} ! .
{\} ] o ¢ g
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The voucher and regular students who attended public schools were more
likelyto be satisfied with the Fnstructian and /instructorses (This |
. confirms the earlier findings based just on the voycher cﬁents)
/ Thjrty-two percent of the regular wlN respohdents attending pubhc
schools expressed such satlsfactnor_r, whil'e only 21 pergent of those '’
attend'ing private schools did. Cenversely, 15 percent of the ‘regular -
students attending private schools were digsatisfied Tith instruction
or their instructors, while 6 percent of those in pubii soh9ols”.
'e;<pressed stchafeelings. The .figures for voucher .cHents.‘

a . -
int in the
same direction.

, often by the’ regular cllen\ts." ' ‘
-

) N . 2 N
4 N
v L N

Factors That Appear to Influence Training ﬁ '
_ Satisfaction Differently in the Vouchered

“and 'Regular Systems (Voucherlng Made a” .
oo Ny, Dufferencc[ R )

» .

#eo The voucher system was desigred as an alternative method for
. %Y o,
?  acquiring occupgtnonahtralmng ,This section will .examine those
Aol ’
2 particular characternstncs that have an important' but dlffe{rent |nf|u- N ) v
- -.ence on the tralmng satnsfactnon of respgpdents in the t\go systems. o
s Lol
N ' Sex and Program Status --Relative to'tﬁeexperlences in 'n‘ﬂ_;ular *
: . WIN training vouchermg mcreased the training, satnsfactlon of man- |
\
datory8 females, decreased the tranmng satisfaction of males, an& bad |
v little effect on the expressed satlsfa'ctnon of females who were volun-- ..
e, 7 tary participants (Table 1&2) ;,A , : . )
by - . .oy - S
.y . - o . . » . T ' - - .’ 4
i - - . " ® - .
. . . -
v ~ ) # , ’ . , * -~ N LY
v B » . . Y. ¢ .
e . - -
N A A - N "
. * .
* - o » .
- . So . .
7 N . - - , -
N
» * :
. I . .
Refers to program status. Mandatory wemen are ‘required to .
' participate in WIN in order to be eligible for AFDC. » . '
£ ] v - [ \
O ' «. R 4”%? '
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TABLE 42 - )

v v . |
THE INFLUENCE OF SEX AND PROGRAM STATUS .
. , ON TRAINING SATI SFACTION? ! . i

-(1n Percentages)

., ) Estimated Proportion Satisfied
- With Trdining

.

Vouther Regular
. C AN L e .. 8O 79
. MaleR ... . . .« .. .o e 67 80
Mandatory female. . - . . . . . . 84, . 73
. Volunteer female. . . . . . . . . 8% . 85
Female NAC . . . . . « « « « « - - ) 72 -
2pppendix F, Table F-1 preggnts the full régress?oﬁ ’ .
v results for voucher and-regular recipients. o . s
bBecause the predominant reasons for exemption from . ¢ ’

' WIN registration (mother or séie caretaker of child under 6, )
or caretaker in a home including an incapacitated member)
. rarely apply to men, most men receiving AFDC support are
mandatory WiN registrants. None of the men in either the ¢
voucher or regular group of respondents was a volunteer. Iy
t . * Because program status is a partial proxy for sex in both
our study groups, they have been combi d here into a single,
composite variable in _order to sort ouff effects of sex from.
those of legad status.
€p4ta on mandatory/voluntary status wePe not available L.
in WiN records for 34 women. In part these omissions resulted = o5-° .
. from a change in 0SES form MA 511 in 1973. .

- . .
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- Table 43 presents data on why male students in the voucher ‘and
. ’ Y
. regular system said they were satisfied or dissatisfiecl~wi,th their
vocationdl training. This might help us unqers‘tand why.males in the
regular system were more likely to be satisfied with the|r training r
.than were males in the voucher system !
‘ _ TABLE 43 . :
v .
. COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTION OF MALE RESPONDENTS MENTIONING A
THEIR SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTION WITH EACH I TEM »
. . (Percent Mentjoning)?@
! : Mates .
N | tems Mentioned > I - .
Voucher Regular
Satisfaction ~ : - 7
. N . : . .
“ Good instryctors/itnstruction.,........ ... 36 29 . -
- Liked-SuUbJeCt MALLEF .. vuerverensnoquas wq. b 29
. - - Liked particular class......... e 3 32 ¢ -
z . Practical wark application...... e ee.. 16 . 4
Liked entire program.........c.e.veu.ee 28 48
GoBY" personal®suppart. ..o eie .t aeeesoonss 8- 5
Dissatisfaction . ° ey
Poor instructors/instruction....... e Le” O [
Workload too difficulte..c..cevvu,ernennns 8 . 14
. Learned NOthinNg NeW....c.uvve.iheronnnnnns 8 7 - .
Dislaked specific course......... . I - o
) FacTlities lackinga......... . cereeaeess 2] . 5 .
ot No practical work applucatlon........ e 13 ‘5
’ Distiked entire program....( ..... seeeeeees 13, 5 .
- ""No personal attention.. i 21 ', 10 . '
(N) . {28y Tf (21) .
PR ) r A
3Multiple responses were permlt't . - oo
H S , . R .
. . " Almgst one-half of the males in-tRe regular system but just ’_
. overoone quarter of the males in the vouche ystem reported liking
the entnre tralnlng program. whé'reas lgGE}!percent of the vouchered males [
o felt the lnstructkon and tnstrpctors were poor, only lO percent of thes
regular males felt that way. Also, a much Targer proportlon of males
I i ' the voucher system than the regular sy%tem felt that the training
. ¢ faciligjes*were lacking.’ Another factor contrlbutnng to the . .
- . a4 ‘ . \ S - -
. ~ lanl T . ' )
Q ' H n‘ﬁ N
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‘ dissatisfaction of a considerable proportion of vouchdred male students .

r

was their dissatisfaction with the amount of personal attention they

were getting from the school staff. : .
- Mandatory females in the voucher system were as satisfied with

their institutional training as were volunteer females As sh0wn in
‘Chapter 11, we found thaz the training experiences of male and fema1e

£tudents in the voucher.system were quite different. Female students .

recejved more counseling and guidance from school personnel and were .
more likely than male students to feel that their counseling needs were
sa:nsfﬁctorrly met. Female’ students'were also morg llkely than male

students to haverhad few negatnve expernénces wnth thenr training ‘

Y

institutions. .
Training Occupation.--For those respondents in professnonal

technical, administrative or clerlcah tralnlng occupatnons vouchering - Y
had almost no effect on thelr expressed training satlsfaallon (Figure 1).
‘However, voucherlng did have an effect on the tralnung satisfaction of ¥
those students preparing for blue ‘collar and service occupatlons. N
Kelative.to the regular WiN traunnng vouchering increased the training
satisfaction of those,students preparing for blue collar oqpupatnons e

anq\decreased the satisfaction of those preparing for servuce‘occupa—

tions. .
’ .
. - .
L] * -~
. ’ -
. *
E) * . . o
C P . .
< [N
o 4 . -
-
. - P '
o A e
' 3 . -
. L[4
. To.
\ ' . ,
) .
« .
e . .
- P v . ~
~ . - .
. P 3 .
« - 1.
‘
“r
- "
. -
. 3
) .
’ . .
' . - A 3 4 \
/ ’ - .
L . a
. - N 4 v
.
- )
. R )711 . - L .,
' - . - -
. B
.
. .
. A ¢ .
. , - / < \
o 3




. Y . ! ( . . N
- S -59- . -

L]

- x S L
. X . FIGWRE | : pot T

' © ESTMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS ‘
SATISFIED WITH THEIR TRAINING BY TRAINING' OCCUPATION B

. * [ - . . N .
O 1001 - Voucher ’ - v . )
) - ,901 - Reguiar S
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o . e 70 ¢ .
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2 60 1 KRR o
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- Professional, Clerical Blue Collar Service
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" 2 . Administrative’ o <! .
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ks . & Tralning 0ccupatiorl - .
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. R i . Agg.--The age of the respOndenl:sl had orrly a sllght effect on ' g
N their expressedﬁbrainlng satisfaction (Table k)., "Relative *to the
) experience of the regular WIN tralnlng, v0uchering increased the, train-
o’ . , Ing. sat|sfact|on of the younger respondents and decreased the training "
satlsfactlon of\the older respondeénts, Stnce the younger respondents ’
° are erly to havefbeen vout of school less time than the older partici-
pants, they are more likely' to Yknow the rqpes," and,need less direction
- from: the WIN staff.. The older: respondents may need the additional -8
dire¢tion the WIN counselor pro’vndes in the conventmnaltsystem. -
Q - ’ - Sy .
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, : - - TABLE. b R .
. i \ 4 :
THE INFLUENCE OF AGE ON TRAIN[NG SATlSFA(:TI()Na .
L 5 .(1n Percentages) . .
’ ' »> ) ~ G Estnmated Proportlon Satisfied . .
o . _ - With ,Training: . .
4 ) - ‘ - - . A -’ ’
y . * Voucher Regular .
ST L : .
18-29 years‘of age. ... . . . . 82, 76 . )
. . Y T8

, 30 years of age or older, .

N (aAppendlx F, Table F-1 presents the full regressuon
results for voucher and regular recipients,

-

> hd 14 h . - -
4 . - . "t . " - e <
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g o e
- Experiences Unique’to the Voucher System
c , and Their Effect en-Training Satisfaction
- Self- Assessment Counseling.--1n order for voucher clients to make o

rea;.onable[occupat:o;‘al decisions, tbe clients must have as much infor-

: - mation as pos®ible about their abiljties. Self-assessment counsehng is :
s, . _based on the observation that clients possess JOb -relevant skllls and v :
’ aptitudes which have been acquxFTmork,Hmt\he?home, in volunteey ' -

"work, or through hobbies. The task of self-assessment serves a‘examme\__\\"\

::‘7” the specufuc functions that a cbent performs |rr his day-to-day life, ’l
o and relates his learned skllls and aptntudes to the skills and aptltudes ’
- » used in specific occupatlons. " Most often, a WIN staff mémber can facili-
b R tate the self-assessment process by making available ‘the meaWnch -
. o the cllent can accomPth a thorough exploration of himself and of the .

world of work. 9 as the.project waswadmlmstered cl ients were offered

e - the opportupity for <e) f-assessment, but it was not a requirement for "
o . “participation. . S . . ’ y
£ - L * .
o e . . . . N
%%%% o ¢ v oot , v Sy
': " - , - - ' e
. . 9For more complete information on self-assessment counsellng P
see Rachardson, Des!gn and Administrative Procedures for a Voucher . .
" System for Skill Training in the Work Incentive Program (Washington,  ’ ,
S ‘ D.C.: Bureau of Social Science Research, inc., February,*,1977) .
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S . An equa! ‘number of voucher recnp|ents chose self asséssment as
i ‘ did not choose it, 10 Since many of the voucher part|C|pants had well
{ . established ideas about the occupationt for which they wanted training
x\( - when they first arrived at WIN, many n;ay have -felt that se'lf-assessment
k% ', was not necessary A T
*% Table 49 provides us with information on who who did and did not
é make use of the counsel:‘i‘%g. There are some substantial differences in

~ s . R ) ‘T ’
. . TABLE 45

- COMPARISON OF VOUCHER RECIPIENTS WHO DID AND DID NOT

< . Y USE SELF~ASSESSMENT COUNSELING .
N . (I1n Percentages) h e !
' T .= ™) Selfn No Self-
.- . - . Assessmént Assessment
Education . . :
" legs than 12 years...oeeceu.n * (19) 42 } . . ‘58
N 12 YeaArS.e e eaaceconaonneaes (s4) - -59. - W
More than 12 years...., ...... (14) 21 ‘79
) T ‘Sex,/Program Status X
-y M6+ v vossernennenrnerns (18) 39 - 61 .
. Mandatory female........... . (17 ¢l 59
- . ' Vo&n-teer femate ............. (52) . 56 . INA
e pge - o e .-
- T 18-29, Years...eeeeiennn verann . (s4) by 56 .

: 30 years ogmore ..... RN (34)"~ .59 B 41 e

— >
- Ly 3
o hg . '?L/ L - .
B 60 ko .
v '
- N, T T
LRrofgssional; t chnical . . -
,admmrstratlv 25 .75 °
60 ) ko
.......... 4o 60
Seryige .. fo i T e L6 sk
T ~TY§é of Schos Attended | .‘—‘_”5" - E co j
:. PUbTiCiareaskoneinienenane (s0) ¢ 50 50 .
S -“Prtvate..\ ...... veeeenn Yeeens (38) .o 50 .. 50 - ;
= ey S 7 ‘; RE LN
" }owe do no"'»E?\ow whether 24 voucher clients did or did not use
el Selfwassessmm . - '
RS B A & «
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. the two groups. Those wi'th more than 12 years of\ education tended to
use it less than any other educational group. Volunteer females made
the most use of self-assessment. A larger proportion of D<‘)lder; than of
younger chents used the self-assessment process. While 60 percent of
those with l& or more dependents used self-assessment, only 1&7 percent
of those; with 0 or | dependent did. Of ‘those who used the counseling,

one-half went to private schools in Portland and the other half

L]
‘ attended public schools.
) \/j Generally, people who had beéh out %I\the longest -
&

(tho:se over 30 yéars of age or those with 4 or more dependents,)'tended

. to, Use the process-the most. . » ’
- * Surprisingly, self,-vasse.ssment counseling had only a very slight

%fect on the training satisfaction of‘the voucher reSpondents (Table

46), and the effect of this counseling was oppdsite to what we would

have predicted. Those who had the’ colinseling were somewhag less likely
to be satisfled with their institutional training than th%who did
nét. Clearly, it is poss:bl& to have chosen an occupatuon and a trgin-
' ' v ing institution very carefully argd to still not -be satisfied with the
training, jdst, as it seems quite'possible to be highly involved in all
occupational decisions and still feel that the training was not L
- .
;' ‘
o TABLE 46
- i ’ JTHE INFLUENCE OF SELF-ASSESSMENT COUNSELING ON
. fTHE TRAINING SATISFACTION\OF VOUCHER CLIENTSa
" . . _ (In Percenta¥es) ;
Estimated Proportion Satisfied
’ ' 4 With Training
AN L 80
LT —— s o4 - -t
s, . - Had self-assessment counseling. . L
LA R Did not have counseling . . ... . 80
. - . ra - T -
e 3appendix F, Table F~1 presents the full regressjon
results for voucher recipients. .
L . Bye had no information on whether 24 voucher clients
B - ¢ had self-assessment.counseling. N -
re
. a0 T
N - ]
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entirely satisfactory, Of course, in the face of an unexpected find-
ing, there remains always the nagging possibility of its spurious
nature. Were those who sought self-asSessment counseling especially
unready for occupational decisiqns and/or training, and how much worse
N would they have fared without counseling? The age and number of depen-

dents data in Table 45 suggest this possibility/ 1in any event it
would not be wise to judge the effectiveness pf the counseling from

- the dat; on training satisfaction alone. Thé effect of self-assessment
counseling on completion rates is another important set of data which

will shed further light on the issue.

‘ p . /—" . - 7
Summary of the Findings Related ”
td~Training Satisfaction ' | ‘

More than three-quarters of both the voucher ;ﬁd regular par-

ticipants in our study expressed satisfaction with their institutional
training. Red?gssion estimates of the net associatyons of various
factors with training satisfaction indicated that satisfaction with
“traininyg was'20t equally distributed among alt clients, but varied .
among recipients with different demographic characteristics, training
occupations, .and training institutions. Training occupation,’ type of
school attended, and the demographic ;har?cteristigs of the respoqdents
had ar important efféct on the extent to which they experidnced train-
;ng satisfaction. Often, various factors associated with training §
satisfaction were the same regardless of whether ‘an individual was in\
P the voucher or regular system. Sometimes there were.diﬁferences.
Inctuded are-two summary tables (Tables 47A and 47B) which display the

varfgbles in the order of their effect on expressed traiming sétisfac-

% tion, contrglling for ali other variables- in the regréssiqn model, and

i a third table (Table 47¢) which shows the effects of vouchering. ,

. T For vouchered trainees, age had less effect’on the probability
of be;hg satisfied with vocational training than dig sex and program

~  status, family size, and type of school attended jTable L7A). Educa--

tion;l achievenent had the ‘greatest infl@ence on the expressed training
-. sakfsfaction of the voucher recipients. . ’ -

i Thdse tablés also indicate the estimated net proportion of
SR | . .recipients Yn each category who would .be likely ti be satisfied with
- >
t; ~ " L
"ERIC ' ~
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their tra|n|ng. other factors being equale Whereas 95 percent of the

voucher respondents with blue collar training occupatlons yould be ®© '

likely to be satisfied with their tralnlng, only 75 ‘percent of the

voucHer respondents with clerical tralnlngvoccupatlons would feel this

way. °Whereas'92\perc€ht of the vouchered respondents who atterded

public schools would be likely to pe satisfied with their training, '

only 70 percent of the vouchered respondents who went to private

schools would express such sat|sfact|on (Table 474). - "

> (_',
) « . - -
. TABEE 47A S
ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDéﬁTS
EXPRESSING SATISFACTION WITH THE1R™ TRAINING®
) . Voucher
-
% )
Education . *
Less than 12 years..... O 3 {24)
12 years..eeoeunenns . . 85 (68) °
More than 12 years..... 85 (19) . .
1 " -

Type of SchooI-AtEended
PUDIIC. s cevmrsnrrnnnnnnnsnss)ans . 92 W (49)
Private..eveeonsronn- ‘e 70 \ (62)

Training Occupation . ) ~
Professional, teéhnical, admnnlstratlve ..... 76 (14)
Clerical....vvvinnnn. e el 75 ~ {55)

Blue collar...ecvanrunns e aiaeaeaaaas . 95 : © (2h)
L Service.....eerinnn e e i e 78 ; (18)‘
SexrRrogram Status . . o .

Male.\\;’ ..... [ ceveepraae A V£ (25)-

Mandatory female............. e 84 (24)

volunteer female........ .....?{t......,...... 83 ) (62)
Age 7 : i : .

18-29 yed®s....... e eaeaaas cefeereenagenes 82 \ (68)

30 years OF MOFE...eceorsasusnss i 77 . (43)

e T -

» aAppendIX F, Table F-1 presents the ful| regression results

for voucher and reguiar recnplents K

N - 1 O‘\) -~ N . ,
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For regular clients, tranmng ocwpatnoh—had the greate,st
’ influence oA expressed feelings about the training experience. Educa-
t|on\) had less. of an impact on tl;{;r expressed training satisfaction
than”it did for *vouchered client® (Table 47B)". . A
1]
TABLE 478 : .
. N L ° -~
. ' ) ESTIMATED NET PROPORTI ON OF [REGULAR RESPONDENTS
PRGN £ EXPRESSING SATISFACTION WITH THEIR TRAINING®
2 ¥ :
' ~~vRegular .
. . o % W
i TrannnngOcLupatnon * .
Professio technical, administrative..... 79 (12)
Clerical. he\ ............................. 73 (80)
* Blue collar...... e e iteeer e 74 (21) .
' S IVICE™ 1 v e e enerenrennnnansonssnnaonannsns 97 (31)
|
=~ Type of School Attended v © A 4
PubliCiesseroenseonnnnnons et irisecsesnnanns 91 o (59),
Private...... Ceersr e  ereeseesesanaaenne 71 (85)
. ¢ '
Sex/Program Status -
Mal€enronreneoonens S S 80 (21)
Mandatory female .. ......covvverneinornigees 73 - (29)
Volunteer female, ., .........ceveiiierennnnns 85 . ) (60) p)
’ Female-NA...o.ovvverieannas Ceereceenierannae 72 (34) )
Education ) . ‘ . .
Less than 12 YearSeeeveerveoonnonns [ 71 (38) \
12 Years..yeeteenrennrovecnones R 82 (83)
¥ More than 12 years......... eeeerreens oores 82 - (23)
18-29 years..covuues gerenens ireneeaes v e 16 (83)
30 Years OF MOFE...eveuevvonsrosossnnnsonnnse 82 (61) v
% ~—p - - ad
) >
2Appendix F, Table F-1 presents the full regression results for
voucher and regular recipients. t. ' >

-
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o ¢ Voucherrng vocatlonal traunlng did make a difference with . ° .
respect to the tralnlng sat.nsfactuon experienced by some subgroups “of °
trainees (Table 47C). * .
* . . :
N . A [~ .
. AN TABLE 47¢C
e
- INFLUENCES ON THE PROPO?TION OF RESPONDENTS WHO WERE SATISFIED .
S~ NITH THEIR VOCAT|ONAL RAINING AND CHANGES OUE TO VOUCHERING ¢
, (In Percentages) -
- - T =
Estimated Proportion Satisfied N
. s ! With Training _
- ) Changes
, . ~ Vouchdy , Regular Due to
v N N Vouchering
-7 . Al . . . 80 79 0l
[ g v . N °
‘ Male'. . . : e . 6] 80 -13b
Mandatory female . .°. AN 84 - 73 ool
N Volunteer female . . o o v - - o0 . 83 - 85 -02
4
Fewer than 12 years education. . . ., . 6! 71 =10
12 years edycation . . 85 82 +03
, More than 12 years education . . . . . 85 82 +03 ,
A A
. 18-29 years oldh .. ... 82 76 +06 _
30 y’Zears or‘older. e e e . 71\ 82 05 g s ¢
. # -
Public schgol. . . IR 92 9l +01 -
. Private schdl . . Y. . . . . . . . 70 71 -01 5, N
) . - Lo, . :
' ..Professional, technical, administra- . h ¢
> v tive training. . . ~ . 76 79 -03
. gllerical training. . . . . . ... 75 3’ 02 .
. lue coltar training . . . .. . ... 3 74 21
Service tralnlng B T 78 * 93 =19
4 - &
£l e '*‘ ' 4
/ 1 2pppendix F, Table F-1 presents the full .,regressnon results :
b for voucher and regular"r;ecnplents R -
t P * st .
. N l""Espe<:|ally" Targe (unde/rscored) effects of voucherlng are - ‘
. those lying outside t.he -09 and +11 range. . ' . - ' .
. . - . - .a ‘;, .
hd 4 ‘ ‘ " ra - " hd —‘5‘; ':i
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'*success of the vcuche?ed training.

s participation of trained proféssionals?

- -67- .

.
~ .

Relative to the experience,of regular WiN trainees, it increased the
.

satisfaction of femalks who werd’required to participate’in the WiN
program, respondents who were, preparing' for blue collar‘occupatlons,
and mhose who were younger

Vouchering decpea the training satns-

faction of males, those with less than L iy ea of education, -Pg|~

viduals who were over 30 years of age,.aﬁa ¢ preparing for servijce

occupations. For many subgroups there were almost no changes perhaps
lndlcatnng that the method for acquiring occupatiohal skills had less
ofﬁan.|nfluence-on training satisfaction thad did gother factors.

women voluntarjly participating in the WIN program, those with 12 years

or more education, and t%ose who attended public, schools were Inkely

to be Ratisfied with their vocational trdinin ?regardless of whether ~ .
é 10gT reg -

they were vouehered or, umwpuchered trainees. Those who attended

private schools, those who sought tralnnng for whnte collar occupatlons,

were less I:kely to be satisfied with their training regardless of

whether they were in the vouchen or conventnonal WIN system. .
Tralnung satisfaction i's only one rndlcator of relative . .

Section B of this, chapter will”

examipe another indicator--early termination rates.

. - ¢~ . e,
3 -

P ' 8. ’Ceﬁpletion of Training
: )
3 A N
Major Hypothesns and Rela indings -
Accordlng to Phase‘l of this longitudimal study: - -

LA the occupations which voucher recipients chose reflected

the persistence of traditional criteria of appropriateness and

feasibility. *. . ., Voucher recipients' approaches to thlnklng

about and choosing occupations in which to obtain voucher train-

ing reflected a pragmatic recognition of the exustung occupa-
 tional structure and labor market ; .

o

in view of the conventionat tralnrng choiges, made by voucher recipients

it is important to determine’ rf

'

vouchered trainees are as likely as or more-likely to complete tra|n|ng

wuthout help from WIN staff personnel

than regular .trainees, who presumablyymade their choice wuth the actrve

2

Would greater self determlnation
F o

. *

Hsee Dunning, page 77; fn. } p.~47 of this report: y
. 3 , ) .
N . N -
. ” . : \ ]
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be‘ensla d into higher completion rates? Would it compensate for
the reduced actiwe participatian of trained professionals? We there-
fore propose’ to tegst the following null. hypo'thesis,

"There wi lI be_no significant dlfference
in the completion rates of voucher
recipients and clients who go through® .

- the conventional WIN program. - .

Sixty-five percent of the voucher clients and 63 percent of
the convent|onal WIN participants completed the|r institutional’ tralmng
A
When we pooled the data o examine the effect of system (voucher =~

or reguladr) on completion rates (see Appendix F, 'I:ahle F-2 ‘for results),

‘we found that what at the gross level was a negligible difference in

_+ .Factors That Appear‘to Influence Completion N

compTetion rates (65% of the vouchers and 63% of the regulars), now
spreads out slightly when minor dufferences in group composition are
taken into account. We find that the estumated proportlon of vouchered

trainees ‘completing their training is 68 percent while the estimated

proportjon of regular partlc' ants is 61 percent. :While trhere is more®
t

spread, “there stnll remax no significant dil:'ference he proportion
‘% >

of vouchered and nonvoucfiered WIN l?ents in |nst|tut|onal tralmng
that completed their tr lnlngw'2 We therefore cannot reJect our null , .

*hypothésis. L . 2 ! .

Since thete is nd signiflcant difference in thel completion rate‘s-
ol’ our re ndenfs‘ it becomes importan't to inves:ti'gate what factors
tend to be partlcularly assocnated with completion of tralmng, and to
examine whether these fac:ors _are, the  same in both syste‘mg The balance’
of this'chapter is- devoted_to thls/ana-ysns. ’ . Y

- 3 v » .

RateS Simi larly in ‘the Voucher-and ‘Regular

Systems (Vouchering Did Not Make-

“pifference) . 3 O o .

L. Table L8 provndes us with a detalled look at ‘the respondents

by age. The older th,e vouchered respondent‘s the gt'eatNLthe proportlon

IN particn‘/’

pants, the trend was generally the same,' though not~as ‘smooth.
4
v . l‘ . - .

who completed thenx; vocatlor‘lal tralmng. Of the regula

s . - 3

‘ZA z test was used to-test the srgmflcance of dnfference
between the proportlons. It was not s:gmflcant at the .05 Tevel.

i
1 . / . - ¢ [
>
< ' 4 .

t o
B
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) Ti8-19 o 20-29 30-39 . 4 or -
Completion. i . )
Status Years Years - Years More
Vo R .V R vV R vV R
.’ hnd -~ /
Copleted.. e 29 66 59 68 72 78 67
D rogped. . ... e 100 71 36 41 L3228 .22 33
: Total % 100 100 100° 100 © 100 100 100 100
. Ny (3 (D 6 (79) - (38) (39) (9) €21) ~
. 7 <. - . .
- A . v. ‘ bf ’\' -
s "' . - .
) ) in looking at'the regressiom"clata for .the net effects of age

»

~

El{lc”

1
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TABLE 48

.

AGE AND COHPLET|0N STATUS FOR -VOUCHERED AND REGULAR RESFON%ENTS
(in Percentages) <

Sa

i on completnon,rates independent of &l other variables (see Appendix F,

<
Table F -2 for Full }egressmn model),,we find that the completlon

. rates were simi Iar for both voucher~and regular respondents howéver, -«
r

~ the ef.fect of age is smallerg,fpr the voucher clients, than regular

9 clients. Those 30 years or older-wene somewhat more Ilke.ly to complete
their training than were those und'ev 30 regardless of system (Table L49).
' ot hd M - P o
. P ' ‘ ’ . - ‘/
! i . . ‘/- <
.. . " TABLE 49 ‘ o .
! ,  PME INELUENCE OF AGE ON COMPLETION RATES?
R ' = (In Percentagés) .
“ » . Ly v,
Ed -~ 0 - ! -
. E,s.timated Proportion ‘fompleted_ .
/ . - - —
. Voucher Regular } '
e : ; , o
- All .. SO Sl e 65 . 4 63 . x\‘.
18-29 years ... oL 63 . {57 .o
30 .years or more. . . . . 69 P72 .
r ' - a-}?\ppendlx F, Table F- Z presents the fullzregresglon b
results for voucher ang regula;;\fecup;ents. : " !
P h ‘ ' .
. N 2 X .
' ‘ ~ o . P
& , . . ,,
- . 2 .. ) )
o, . , ;2 ‘ . = . ¢
8 : .
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Type of School Attended.--WIN participants attending public

sthools .for their vocational training were slightly less likely to ~ 3

i3 {

complete their training than wg’re those attendin%private schools '
s LY
(Table 50). ‘ . . . ) .

14 * 7

TABLE 50 . .

THE |NFLUENQE OF TYPE OF SCHOOL ATTENDED ON COHPLET|0N RATES?
' (1n Percentages) . .

: . { Estimated Proportion Completed .

. ? . e yOUCheT Regular - y

AI'L............\.. 65 - 63 L - .

. Public school . % . . . . .. 60 o 59
Priv‘f'te school. . . .*. . ¢ . . 69 66 .

L -

aAppendlx F, Table F-2 presents the full regression
result$ i’or. voucher 2nd regular recipients,

§ . °

/ Training Satisfaction.--As 'might be expected, *reported dissat-

“isfaction with train..i'ng had & consyderable effect on completion rates
in both the voucher and conventional'WiN systems“‘ (Table 51). Those,

{r training were apfiroximately 30 per-

L3
centage ‘ponnts less Ilkely to complete their training, This finding . .
- -

tralnlng o

. WIN Counseling.--Voucher and regu ar ,clnents who felt they
needed more help from the WIN staff than they received, were less .
likely (by 12 percentage® points for the voucher clients and 8 percen- * |
tage points for the regular ‘clients) to complete their occupat|ona| S

+
training than .those who recelved as much counselnng as shey needed s

(Table 52). - - . / . -

» .. . o "
, 3For a thorough compahson of publlc and prlvate*hools, see

Bruce €. Dunning, Aspects of \Upucherkd WIN Tralnees' Experiences with .
Vogational Training Schools: Experiences wi th the Portland WiN ,
Youcher Training Prograg (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Sbcial Sciente

. Research, tnc., October, 1976). .

L

' N * R .

-t , ll“Snxl:een negular respondents did %answer the questlon
r’elﬁtlng to training satlsfact|on. ) , . \

- .
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. , TABLE 51 ’ ’
. . . » ‘ ‘
v THE INFLUENCE 0F SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING N .
ON COMPLETION RATES® -
-t : (1n Percentages) . . . -
' Estimated Proportion’ Cogpleted o,
- “We ~ . Y
’ Voucher Regular ’
» : s :
L R e 65 63 &
Satisfied . . . .o. .. ... 7 71
Not satisfied . . . . . . . . . 33 L2 .
. . N i > 9 N .- ~
@Appendix F, Table F-2' present? the full regression .
results for voucher ‘and.reguler recipientg. . . ,
! Ky
. Lo .- .
. ; o - :
. o ¢, -TMBLESZ . - . « v
THE INFLUENCE OF WIN COUNSELlNG ON COMPLETION RATESa :
(In Percentages) 4 i
Estimated Proportion Complle ted : /, R
¢ : .o Voucher Regular ' .
L4 N b SRS LI
‘\‘. ~ : [N : ) N ] . ' .
.3 Y Y T 65 63 L L.
. . . . -3 L )
Needs met . . . o « & "o oo 67 66- -, * .
Needs frustrate’<‘. e e e e 55 58 C e B
: e . . ' R T "
* *  3Appendix F, Table F-2 présernts the full regression . 5
results,for voucher and regular, recipienss. . - P
: R LI 4 T * 4
. , \ .
. , . AN
v .~ e
Table 53 gives us mfom\atlon-on the yreas in whlch resppndents . ’ Q
. \ .
felt more guidgPce was requi r‘ed Since the basic dlfference between oY
‘thé voucher and con\’!ntlonal system |s the degree to whnch chouces are N -
- Ieft to the respondent, It is of prlme ,|mportan9e'~€o find out her - ) ?'p
Pt 1
the vouchered reSpondehts repogted a greatgr ffeed for more gundance ‘ .
, . >
tham dld. the :egular respondents. Only 18" ?ercent of all the inter- < -
. [T

viewed vouéher xecnpa.ents said they needzd morqshelp from WIN th?n

they got, Serprlsrngly, 35 percent of the regular ‘respondents reported

. .
-
.

-
. . <

.
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g 0" ’ \
) o ¢ o ! ¥ _72_ s M
)
- ’
. ‘ ' ' . ‘o - i
a need for more guidance. Most of the vouchered respondegts requiring
more guldance needed more information on the WIN program itself. ,This
|ncludes lnformatlon on regulattons, benefits support services, place-
) " dment and tralnnng processes, etc, 0nly 5 percent of the voucher groug
-~ reported a heed fof more mterpersonal support—-staff encouragement,
¢ ¢ interesS, understandlng,_s,fime for discussion, etc. Three percent of
4 ! the voucher people needed more occupational informaf.ion, and .2 percent
needed more infoPmation on trannlng institutions. The percentages are
. V&ry small and tbey are smaller for the voucher recipients than for
[y N
5 the'regular respondents. Thns indicates that the great maJornty'(F
‘.vduchered tecipients felt comfortable and confudent.. Nonetheless, '
those whose‘needs were not met were less likely to complete their train-
* ing than those‘>whose'needs were mef. « )
N 3 .
o " o . . /—""\
b )
* -
. ! TABLE 53 . ,
. COMPARKSON OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR RESPOND'E'NTS' RESPONSES TO
- ! THE QUESTION, ''DID YOU NEED MORE HELP FROM THE WIN STAFF f
' . “ THAN YOU GOT,, AND WHAT DID YOU NEED T IN?T"'3
. y (Percent Mentioning)? T
) . AR Total Those Who'Said "
! . Respondents " They Needed Help*
s 13
. ‘ ’ Voucher Regular Voucher Regular
WIN program information N -
benefits, regulations. 13 5 70 52
s , ) < -, R ) . 1
‘ ;Oecuéatuon -emp loyment’ e , .
opportum ties, work B ..
cofditions, occupational
: .character:stlcs. . . 3 .17 . 15 48
o - ‘ N . . . .
Training insti'tution ’ : ‘. ) ! .
. curricylum, reputdtiong ... 2" 7 10 19
, ) .
Interpersonal support, - '
. ‘encouragement, interest, s °
A0t Y enderstanding, more time, ’
. & for discussion . ‘. .25 58
* . . v Ly e “4,0 \\ . L
L w)-. v ¢s oy (18 (20)  (52),
T‘ ' . ’ aMwltuple reSpbnse pe;mntted N - A
. ’ s . e . . . )
Q . ! ) s " . o ¢ - )
ERIC ~ .~ '+ ®- 7 D SR
’ ,; ¢ - i . v~ ] e ' )
] . O ° . ‘ 1' . E . .-
' ' [ A '

-
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Factors which Appear to knfluence the ”
Completion Rates of Voucher and Reqular T

& Participants Differently (Vouchering .

: Made a Difference) ’

While males \}Jere likely to complete their vocational training
.

. ,considerably more often {by 19 percentage pointz in the conventional
Y

’WIN. system, volunteer females were more likeiy 14 percentage

-

pdints) w"complece their institgtior.\a'l training if they were voucher . '
- recipients (7adle 54). Mandatory females were likely to comple’r.e\!.at a

. ’
nearly identical rate in the two systems, ) . ) -
’ ’ /
. y. ) ' ° . v . - > ‘
- - . -
TABLE 5k

- . -~

» THE INFLUENCE OF SEX AND RROGRAM ON PLETiON RATES® -7 *

{tn Percentages) ° .

“Estimated Proport ion Completing’

§ Voucher . Regular ’

AL oo v e . 6 T 63 - ‘ ’

Male.s. . . . eiwtv o s .. ' 53 72 -
Mandatory females . .. . . . "~ 65 67 BN

Volunteer females ¢ . . 7 . . ‘70 56 p
Female NAD ., . . . . ~. . ;>_/ 67 : " "
’ J

. [ p —

aApgenévx‘F Tabie F- 2 \m‘esenbs tha full regresston v w
. N . results"for voucher end regular rec1p|ents. L

~ {' . ’ o
A | . / “ Ppata on legal status were fot avaifable in WIN s .
records for 34 fe,ma«le respondents, ;In part these omissions 5

. résulted from a change ih 0SES form MA 511 in 1973..
-7 ' T e oy = i Cer

e T S
v ) ~ For vouchereo‘ trainees, sex,j%d more impact on completion ! - -
' tes than dld legal status, wFule for regular tEartﬂCIpanl:s the reverse
. . ‘wad, true. This myy be partly explained by-the fact that in the conven- - .
-y . tnonal WIN system thuge required to partncupate in WIN were subjeft to )
adjudlcatlon ‘for refu%al ’t,o pa’rtncxpate (uhlch was how dropo ere [ . ) *
¢ usually treated--theu( AFDC status ~as threatened) This was ghot the

~
o e e

case in the vouchered sy,stem (noncomp!efers were hot sbeect o . ' .
N

. Ve - | ) ...\’ b
- -

3 . B .
E lC . . . [N ‘)[ ; . ” f Ty . e " . -
. ” Yoo P , - - ’ ; * o !

T
Lo
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difficult to measure could be partially responsible for the difference -
* in dropout rates of volunteer womep in the two systems.

. v st

Education.--Whj le those individuals with less than 12 years of

—_—

education were thelleast ligely to complete their tra'inir'rg regardless _ .
of whether they were vouchered or honvou.che,red studerits, those with -
~ more than 12 years of education behaved diffferenily in the two systems.
The individuals with most education were more likely (by i3 per- ]
. centage poi)nts) tc; complete their insti tut‘ional' trai?ing if they w?'re
. nohvouchered students. For st:;];ants iq t'hé conventji)nal wm' system, * gl

the more educated they wgre, ‘tHe more likely they were to complete
L o,

their training (Table 55). ; ;

A , ., TABLESS |~ Y Ty

N - . . {2
coL : THE INELUENCE OF EDUCATION ON COMPLETION RATES®: )

» s * (In Percentages) * PR e

. . . Estimate;i Proport)ion cOmpIetin§

P : - o,
Voucher Regular ’
S

]

ALV o e v wm s > 65 63 "
Less than 12 years. . . . . boss L 52, | .
. 12 years. . . . . .ee . 70 . 66 o
. More-than 12 years.- ... . . ! 59, -« .o 72 )

sorn,

aAppend'ix/F, Table F-2:presents the full regression .
results for voucher and regular recipients.. . R
LY ‘ ! - g‘

C 15/ the Richardson, Summary of Findings on the Administrative
'FeasibiJity of Vouchering Skill Training in the WIN Program report,’
Ythe estimated proportions completing by sex and, legal stafus, were
, considerably different jn magnitude and, more importantly, directiop. |

. + #This is due to the fact that di fferent variables wére put into the

-~ regressiqn,equation. “4hat -equation® contained onty mographic charac-

- + teristics aad lengtf} of , training whjte tHe analysis Bresented here -

: contains (controlsifor) satisfaction with &raining, autosomy, wiN ~ .

2 } . counseling, ‘and the, rélationghip between one's training otcupation and

the. occupatijon one had‘,in mihg,‘When,lentering WIN.- . .

v
- ¥

- Y‘-’ .',‘l.‘ .'?.

! . \
s
. :. s ¢ - . _7“_ - , . . ‘t‘ \
. . ©oat 1 . [P ?‘
. * X e b ‘ .
.. adjudication but were given a secoqd chance primarily because this was
. a demonstration projec:t).IS Also'of importance is the fact that volun-
teer women had had a pent-up d&mand for institutional training for
¢ some time before Portland't. The result of this pent-up demand (in
o effect a '‘creaming’ or selectivity factor) on completion rates though N ° )

".«)ﬂ o
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AT TP Re.}é'i:tve te thelr regular WIN counterparts, vouchering appe L
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tc; h3ve decreased‘ t‘he completnon rate of the most educated students o

ot _’_‘ ‘( whi }e havnng ah’nost_no effect on the less educated 1t will be, | '

- : ’-recaHe'd that the Mmos €, educated voucher recipients, received less coun- .

- ¢ E ) - sehng and- gu:dance from the«r training institutions than thoge with

v iess education. (See Chapter 11, page 13). A targer proportion oOf oo O
more ea‘gcated than Tess educated respondents complained that “thei o -

st counsehng needs were unmet. 16 Since jt has been suggested that

- voucher clients used the guldance and the counseling of the schd
pe:sonnel in mU\.h the same way as the gegular cl.|ents used the

> staff Jtis not surprlslng ‘that the more educated, hav1_ng, need .Ji\oré o

3 LN counsellng than they recenved terminated their t-rainin\q eaclier’ h‘an. '
the|r regular counterparts. 1t suggests also that WIN s.t'aﬁf-was : ,a v
.. especially. helpfu] {devoted effort, time, atten'tlog,' etc. to the mosy _
R educated, benng perhaps seen as .more promls@ aesefwng,.l;l:ely to B R

- succeed) ‘, + s .0 .o R
oo pependenfs®--i t was expected thatyt:number ofidegendents ) - o

wou!d have a considerable effect on the likelihood . of completlng tr'alh— - s

M ing. We anticipated that there would be a negative correlatlon between i
« » the number of dependents and complet;on of gralnlng ESpec?a.l Ly, for Q‘_l . :
. women,. more dependents repgesent mo;e'dema ds en the;r tlme and con- . : T :__ " Ry -

Flict with tralmng demands.  Ac& rd:ng to the data,,the number of

dependents “did appear to_have consnderabfe'effect on cosnpl tron rates .
~. . For those in the convé'ntopnai WIN program chents Me th- I! r~ famvhes ‘;., o, -
were 21 ‘percentage points less hkely to compl-ete their‘ tram ng than’
g those w;th small families (Flgure 2) The pa.ttern was not as

depqnge \t- were )east I‘rkel‘y PR
- . - v . . "_ v X . -
-~ S e . ARSI A

. - . .- !

}

. . N ’]J ‘. ‘. » Lad - . * » <
) : y 160n the’ Average, I7 percent of \(\hée with more fhan XZ"years‘of »\'
-edugation responded rhat they nééded addi%tional_hel he &in one or more. of’
. _, theseyaregs: | decndmg.mterests and otc.upatuonal ‘g Is~,det,e mimg
S the syi tabihtyv of .such interests. “and go’als, determining ' L) H tneeds,
rewewnng progress inh trafning, and personaI,Counselmg v‘O 1 f
- - cgntrof thosé with less thap 12 years of educatlon"and 1
. Tl tho;e with 12° ye"ars o\educatnon rgortéd such a needz.,,

- .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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g FlGURE 2 o .

I “ .

. ESTIMATED, PROPORTI ONS OF WOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS

oo WHO COMPLETED TRAINING BY NUMBER OF DERENDENTS . i
-% ¢ ‘ s . ]
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This suggests tha more appropriate _training :rrangements

¢ "(closer to home, fliexible h9urs, lopger period in-wh_ich~to receive
tFaining) are neces,sa.ry-. v ' Lt .

- : ' Relative to their| regular WiN coupterparts, vouchering -app_ears

’ .to have increased the completion rates of those with medium-sized and",

C e large famllles and deccehated the rate of those with small families.

- - . Training 0ccqpatJon --Respondents in professional, technical,

admlnlstratlve or blue cdllar «training occupations were more likely to

complete the|r training }n the vducher syftem than the regularssystem

<
4 + Vhile students prebarin for ser ice 0ccupat|ons were more likely to
- compléete thelr tramlng in thefconventlonal System. Those' .in the
- ° voucher system prepar169 for clerucal-occupatlons were the least
-
' likety (bya20, percentage pomts) to complete thelr tralnnng (Table 56).
- R P .. ;
' Nt o - ‘,' o .
N ' .*." TABLE %6° :
. ’ . . . Cet
. N THE INFLUENCE -0F TRNNING OCCUPATION ON CGHPLQTION RATES?
. Qn Peréentages) . B
- ¥ = —=
! Lo 0 ot Est_imated Propartion Completing
< p e R Voucher ' Regular
A - —
' N -+ . 63,
i .o . . < -
Professional, technicatl, , . * e
v giee ot e ——e—. administrative. . . . . 7 JEEE 7 A 59 _— BN
Y . cClerical. . ... S UL T 55 T .58 '
Blue collar ."." . . . % .= % 75 00 T- b6
Service . . . . .V oLniv, e 76 el 92 |
. 1'_..'; o J aAppemﬁx F Table F-~Z, preserﬂs the efull regressnon
. ¥ . :esults for‘.ycucher and regul&f‘recnplents. .

Training Occupation and: Occupatnon in Mind wl)en Enter_‘g WIN.--

. . . N
Y < “e . +
N -,*..l . . . v
. e . A 4 .
.. W - » . . . .
- . ..:' .o, . -
A

-

Voucher recipients who had nd occdp%tnqn in mind for whlch they wanted

v P trai‘nlng when they entered WIN Wo;:e consnderably l‘es‘s llkely (by 20
percentage points) to complete thﬁut‘ vocat.lonal training than were '

v

. those who knew what, occupatlon'.they -wanted*t"ra:nmg ¥n, For. regular
* cliénts, having no occupation in y;rﬁw,d adnd not aff‘eét complft"bn rates

- , (Table 57). Deflc(erfues ih voucl&hr‘&bcnﬁelmg nay have allowed

' ‘,“m ' T . . <« ) :" : e . ‘

\‘1 . . ‘nj * Yy . . 4‘ :‘:\L . T *
' . . : C s &




ERIC

A ruitoxt provided by Eic:

undecided individuals to enter schools wi

e

hout having a clear™voca-
tional goal. This could not happen quite s of:ten in regul'er,\rllﬁ
because the counselors haves to mafe the arranjements for{,«admis&i}on -
to a course and theréfore must know the occupation, hough voucher

clients ditl ,have self- -assessment counsehng available]tb them, such |
help was avai lable only when requt*sted and was not ne essarka part*‘

the regular;staff—c,lnen(tz/m erattion. - 7 \ c L
-7 . ¢ . -

-

s - TABLE. 5 ﬁ ) - )
THE INFLUBNCE OF TRAINING OCCUPATION"AND., oc AT U

IN MIND WHEN ENTERING WiN ON COMPLETION * TESa
(tn Percent ges )

'!". - Estimated Proportloh C'om'blé(./ng «
. \ . I ° , 4 (' . : > -~
v ! s Voucher ** Reguiar . .
- 4 i M .
' ' R y . ! o .
LS T U SN -1 63 + .
. ' . ! . .
- . s :
Training occupationcandoccupation . ., w, . -
inmind sameb. . . . .. ... [ 69« . 59 o
Training OCCupatiO}‘l was at a. higher/ - Y - Q .
leve! than occupation in mind S T L 1
when entering WiIN. . . . . o . . . o - . - 7 ) y
Training occupation was at .2 lower . .
Jevel than OCCupat|0n°|n npnd . .. . . . x
.When T e e Yo
en enterlng Wi 67— : 59 —_ o
No occupation in mind when, -
entering WIN . . . .o o e 0] R I £ NG
\ r-\l, A . N / !
‘ * 3pppendix F, Table r-2" presents the fullfregrhssion results i
for vouchef' and regular_recipient . t e |
. ¢ |
. \ ¢ For comparison of training\pccupation and OCCupatlon in mind |
when entering WIN, both were g| value based on the following-
-, ¥ I
codes: Professional, ....... § kow clerical.. ... b o "
‘Subprofessionale.... | Craft. .. ev.iiiezea b . /,
i 4 . * . DY * '
Managerial,......... 2 operative, s e e 6 c . s |
High clerical.....?. 3 Service.. M . oihn. 7 ’ T
. ’ - b
. ’ , .
o ) . : ot
- - b ¥ Ty - . 'i‘
. s . //‘;/ . ' . ,
- ~ ~ ) - v K
. [ "!\ . ) - "
- . / Q ’ .~ : ~ .
- i <« ’°
. Lot . Al %
A -~ . £, . :"
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Relati\ge 1to the completion rates of the regular trainees}
vouchering.increased slightly the cemp[etion.rate of those whose train-
ing occupation and occupation in mind when entering WIN were the same.
i1t also |ncreased the complet|0n rate of those whose training wecupa- '
tYon whs lower- than the occupatcon they had in mind. |t decreased
sllghtly the completion rate oa‘those whose tralnlng occupation was
higher..-Slnce régznar clients tende e.followed more closely
during- raining by thei c unsdgprs,_it is possible they received
more endou ent, support and ounseling than did SA:ir voucher
founterparts { Keeping th|s in mfhd it is interesting that with the

exCeptlon of those who had no occupation in mind at the tlme they

entered WIN, voucher clnents fared quite well i
. >

.
-
)

) , . b
Experlences Unique to the Voucher Systein
and Their Effect on Completion of Trakning

School Counseling.~-As stated in Chapter 11, “;?aining
kxper|ences of the Vou§hered Respondents,'' 57 percent f the students ,

received counseling an guldsnce om thelr training |nst|tut|ons, and®
- s

;e maJorsty of the students .felt that the|r counseling needs had been

met. It is however important to be aware of the effects of  having
_unmet. needs en early termination ofat raining Table S8 provides us ,
}with i ation on the effect of Agk receiving alf the counsellng
needed on the oucher cllents' complebion rates. Almqst always, if
the counselung nee qf the.chents were not met, or if they rece’we
dess counseling than they ‘tHought necessary, they were less likely t
com lete-their institutional:training. o . . )

Wik Counselnng --The voucher respondents who feit. they had

receuved aIl the counsellng and guldance from the WIN staff that they

needed were a1so more likely to egmplefe their |nst|tut|onal training

than were thoge whose needs were not met.' This is not surprising and
.points up how wvital personal support and individual attention is to :f7

~

- . .

any system.
Self assessment counseling had a conS|derabte effect on the

completnon rates of vouchered recipients. Those who had self- assessment
were 31 percentage points more likely to complete the;r training thah

“the vouchered rec:pnents who did not use the technique. All things

.
- . [
. - -

1

O
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. TABLE, 58 i \ . & '7‘
- THE INELUENCE OF “SCHOOL COUNSE LING® ON COMPLETION RATES RS
. @ ¢ N OF VOUCHERED RESPONDENTS . )
- s R N (In Pércentages) . - ‘ .o,
. . . . Esti ed Proportlon >
N lA

v < - Complieting <

(- . . % )
’ ° = . A" ’ * B
‘ » e Voucher, ot
L - ‘ - w - .
s AN : SN L 65 ' RS

T I B I A . N N

\ + School CounseHng -Peciding ’ln'te;.ests and Goals ) R \
v =L .
-y —(ounselmg needs met « . . . / e e e . ebh .
o . . Counseling needs frustrated. -, ¢ .o « « « -»- s rY 69 .
- Sc_o.pl Counseling - Suntab| lity of Interests . . . e
d . . i . -
. Vd and Goal}s . . N ; -~
, Counselung needdmek, . . . Aape - 0. e 66 ° -
v . “+ Counseling heeds ff?strated T TR 58 ‘
- ke ' * . s °
. R School Coynseling - T amlng Program ° /7 . )
. Counseling needs met .. . . . 5 4 AR 66 - :
. Counsellng needs frustrated. . . . . . . X007 sk .
vor School Counseling # Training Progress . . . . -;,.M
. v .. ' - .
ot ing needs met .7, ¢ . ..oc,e W LTl L 67 . . :,
) Counfeling fieeds Trustrated e e e e 55 .
L -7 A ‘: ; [ - te . ¢

. . -
/ -~ & * . i

aWe asked the re5pondents wheth&' they had ‘Feceived counseH‘ng 3

. .
from their schools on decndlng their irfterests, and goals, on deciding
. . on the suntablllty.oi“these |nterests and goals, on decidiny on their
. trgining pr gram, and on their rra;gnmg- progress. We then asked if s
~ « ' thdy feeded more counséhng in each of these areps. Pf they needed -
mofg help they were coded as '‘needs fru"strj_uad "o, . '
. . i H
. g . bAppendlx F, Table F- 2 presents the Full regressnon rgsults -
X for voucher re8|p|ents N T R o R -
N . o, .¢ ] s
. S E ‘ " .
‘ - » B * . -
| ' I L ) Y d I L t .
N e N v ) . ' 3 i . . LN
. k. ) a , a . . .
« - - V"’ \ . s, « °
. v - )
. e & . e . » B - .w
P ] - L .é-, 5 ;, P . .
¢ S ' H - ’ 1,. » . 0
. ‘ ’ . . et Z .,
A - &-' 'y ; o - - A :‘. ,.. - !
N T 3 . dey A .
A w </ ] . o . B
’ Q - ; - ! v # . .
‘ . _— s g . ; . - .
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assessment counsel\ng in abeyance until we had §een itsvEffect aon

completion rates. It seems fair to say it |s an effective procedure

for helping voucher clients to make judicious occupational decusmns.

N — N
»

] 3 Voo T tmele s . o
THE INFLUENCE OF COUNSELING ‘N COMPLETI ON RATES

- . ‘ OF VOUCHERED RESPONDENTS® -

\ ° . . ( n,Perce.ntages)

w
1

Estimated Rropartion
. : . - Completing *

- + Voucher

L | P R I A A . 8§

WIN Counseling ~ . | .

- . Counseling needs, S S I ) 67/
) Coufseling needs frustrated. . . . . % ... .. | 55

Self-Assessment Counseling ., . e ) .

: Had self-assesSment. . . « « o « % o 4 5 o 5 .19 ’
- ‘ - Did not have self-assessment . . . «r « .0 o .- g
No. information on whether client had Cel -

. . self-assessment. .o, « + + oo+ e o oo 0o0e " 59

- .C

qupendlx F, Table F-2 presents the full regressnon results
for voucher recnplents. - .

'

‘: ~~,' . . )

* 7pnn Ruchardson, Vouchered 5k| 1} Training in WIN: Program
. Gunde@gﬁnd Selected\Empirical Findings (Washingtonm, D.C.: Bureau
(, of Social Science Research, Inc., February, .1977). Page 78 of ‘that
. report states that those who received self-assessment counseling were
. only 8 percentage points' less likely to drop; dut of training than -
those who did not. Different variables wefe used in the regressmn
N equatuon which accoynts for the different e}stimated proportion com® .
pleted. See Appendix F, Table F-2 of this. ﬂeport for full regression
<quatjon and Table V-10 Richardson report for variapies used in thit™
equation., ‘;. A .

. . , )0 ’ %} . »
- R ~ g . © .
Q Co : B ) !

b1 MC@ . ' K 94 / '

R o - ’ i .

! - ) 1 — [
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K . \lng training by 12 percentage po:nts,

lt |s clear that

for sthe s tudefit who does pprcelve ‘a need for help

. and is unable to get it the consequedces are serious both for the

mdav:dual‘s sense of well -being and far his or her progress toward

achnevm'g NIN"*'-program goals. i ° .
. )‘ . [N
Sumnary of Findings Redated | A L

to Complet:on ‘of Trqmmg

' [
koughly equal proportlons ofi thev vouchqr and the regular
respondents +«in this study comp e ted theni |nst|tut-|onal training.

o

Regression estlmage’s of the net asséclatlons of vafious factors with

. complewen, of g@m‘i‘ﬁ‘g indicated tha‘l: completnon was not equally dns-
' ‘tribdte among all clients. Group$ lpf recnpnents wnth differeht traln-

ing occupationys, demOQraphlc charaot I"ISt;CS, ansf counsellng needs

differed in the extent to ‘whlch they. completed thelr tra;nlng Train-

\)'Z sat:sfactron,' training bccupatlo,g, Qnd demographlcsz;characternstucs
' d

plete‘g then— training.
were the. same” regardless of_whether an individual was in 'the voucher or
regular system. Sometlmes there were.dlfferences. Included are two
sunmary tables (Tables 60A and 608). Wthh display the most’ |mportant
varnables in the. order of their effeqt on completlon of trammg con=.
troiting for all other varnables in uhe regression,model, and a third
w (60C) which shows the effects qf vouchering. :

For voucher»clnents, expressed training.satisfaction had the
greatest imfllence on the probability, of completing vtrai‘hing:- Whereas
39 percent bf those dissatisfied with their training were likely to
complete 71 percent of t:hose/expressmg satisfaction were likely to
complete their training. . L ’

For voucher.cltients training-eccupation and sex and legal
status had more effect on completion rates than the e>}<ﬁtent to whiich
WIN counseling peeds were met., Also of importance to the completlér'm .
rate of. vouchered students_was wyhether they had an occupation in mind -
when they f|rst enter IN. Those v‘vho dld}:ot were 21 percentage
pomts less lnkely co con lete their training than those who did.
a male |n the voucher system also decreased the probabn lity of comples-

Age and the typT of training

1Y , 2, -

0ften varnous factors assoclated with completlon

Being
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. TABLE 60A .

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS COMPLETING

THEIR INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING®

@

Voucher

%

(N)-

Training Satisfaction’ c. ;
Satisfied.......... DA
Not satisfied.

Training Occupation ‘
Professional, technical, administrative ...,
Clerical...... e et ttesenerieterretonn
" Blue collar: ,

ot  Service.erven.. Mresresecreettetesienne veeen

+ Sex/Program.Status )

Mandatory ‘female

* Volﬁntéer female

VIN Counseling Recelved
¢ Receityed counseling........ Vereesecssnsssien
Didn't receive, . voeueiiereisionaennns ~

s Relatnéﬂgup Between Training Occupation
and Occupation in Mind When®Entering WiN+
Traumng occu@atidn and OCCupatlon B
in mind same.."
Training ocwpatmn hnghe
Traiding occupation lower
No occuﬁpation in\m,ind‘when entering'wlri

Dependents
0-1
2-3
- b4or more....;
Education ; y
Less than 12 YearS..ceveseees ’....7/

More thin 12 years

(89)
. (N)

(13)
(56)
(24)
- (17

(24) ,
(24)
(61)

(87)
, (23)

- ,‘ .
(Y table includes only those variables that have
the grea st _influence on-completion of training. See

F,’Table F-1.2 for complete regression model.
. ¢ .
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\ " TABLE 60B .
ESTIHATED NET PROPORTION OF REGULAR RESPONDENTS COMPLEq’ING
THEIR INSTLTUTIONAL TRAYRING®
-.’ \egular
» R
¥
Training Occupatlont [ s .
.Professiénal, technical, admlmstratlve Jooo 59 o)
B1ETTICaT.rn feerrtnseseneneenneenansns t... 58 Y88) !
Blue collar ........................... Covoes Le . {21
SErViCE. ittt tiiiitttereeedaenenrnnnnnnnnnns 92 (29)
Dependents ‘ ’ " . .
0-1 ittt teccreieerrenies 77. (34)
293 e NSO e breeee e inaaas » 56"~ (51)
4 or T e 37 ¢ x(12)
U T e, 8 - (51)
Training Sat|sractnon -
Satisfied. ceeenes et irenens k, eeesecean 71 (102) -
Not §at|sf|ed ............................... L2 (30) »...
No information........ Ternenas R - b9 (16)
Education - » , . ’
Less than 12 years........: ................. 52 (38) .
“l2years. . i diiiiienn. ffeceresiereanens 66 (88)
More than 12 years....... e e ee et teaaas 72 T(22) -
'l 1 ‘/‘ - A v -
Sex/Program Status. b - .
Malesoveerennnnnnn, eeeesanen Neessenan PO 72 (20)
Mandatory female....ov.vuieeeineeeeenennnnns - 67 (32)
Volunteer female,...oveieeineenneneneeennnnns 56 (62) --
Female NA...vveeeennnan- P R R RR RS 61 (34)
ASE M ':\ t
18-29 years......... FUPUU \ e reeeennn 57 (88)
30 years OF MOr€...ceeeeeenennnns eteeaas e 72 (60)
. . . -
- Thus table includes only those varlables that have
.the greatest influence on complet|on of trammg ‘See
Appendix F, Table F~ 2 for complete regression model . !
. N
. )
» -~ i “ .
. Jou : RN
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T TABLE 60C
. PNFLUENCES ON THE PROPORTlON OF RESPONDENTS WHO COMPLETED
.- THEIR VOCATIONAL TRAINING AND CHANGES DUE TO, VOUCHERING
- - , (1n Percentages)
- - , Estimated Prgﬁortion Chang;s
. - Completing Due to
) 7 i ’ « Voucher Regular Vouchertn?
AT it e s 65 63 +02
. < Male. .. yiue i inininns P 53 . 12 -19®
Mandatgry female............vvues Peea 65 7 -02
Volunteer fgmale...... e riaieaes . 70 56 +14
) Fewer than 12_years educatlon ........ 55 . 52 -7 403 -
12 years education.,......e.... e 70 - 66 . 40k
More.than 12 years education......... 59 72 =13
' 18-29 years o1d...ueuuirrerrilennen 63 - 57 +06
30 years or older....cv.vvevvinineenas 69 72 -03 .
" 0-1 dependent...... et iee e naeaes . 54 I : =23
-+ 2-3 dependeAts..iiiieiieiiiniiiiions  TH 56 +18
L or more dependents......evvrianonas 5 37 +2h
Public school....... e - 760 59 +01
. «Private’school......c.uv.n, e 69 66 © 403
Professiondl, technical, . . .
/ I« administrative tralnlng ............. 77 59 +18
. Clerical-training........... renesvad 55. 58 -03
Blue collar training......... enenaa 75 L6 +29
. Service trainifng....ooviersvsrmsan, o 76 9z, -6
Satisfied with training...... L 71/ No Change
i e Not satisfied with training.......... - 39 42 -03
7 WIN Needs Met.....oeovrnennsnsnnnsens 67 ~ 66 © 0
' /\_/ WIN needs frustrated ............ S 55 58 -03
- Tralnlng oc‘cupatlon and occupation , — T
. »= in mind when entering WIN same..... 69 59 10
. Training occupation higher, Ceeegmenaes 70 77 . =07 *
Training occupation lower............ 68 59 1 +09™
No Ubbupal.loﬁ n ﬂiﬂ# ““‘"‘ ——- e _
N entering#IN...... et Ly 66 -9 -
. 3 ppendix F, Table F-2 presents the full regresswn results
for®voucher and regular recipients, P .
- t - :
. Bugspecially" large (underscored) effects of vouchering are
A those (lying outside the -8 and +12 range.
. . . .

we. v ey oo o
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’Jnstitqtioq/a respondent_gtteeded had only mlnd:—?mpact on the differ- ° \
ence'inicompletien rates of vouchered recipients. . r
ﬁer regular WIN participants, tréining occupation had an even ° N
. bigger effect on the completion rate than did training §atisfaction. .
» While those preparing for blue collar occupatiods were the least '
likely to complete their training, those Qhose training oscppation was
in the §érv:ce fleld were the most likely to complete (difference of .
46 percentage points between‘those preparing~for service occupations
and ‘those preparing for bluye collar occupations). Having a large -
fami 1y decreased the probability of regular clients completing their
tra1n|ng by 26 percentage po:nts. Not being satisfied with their . -
training, and haV|ng Iess than 12 years of education,, also decreased =
the probability of regular paft;cnpants completing their institutional
training, Age appears to have had mode of an impact ofi the training ,
completion of regular élients'th;n of vouthered”clients.- Differences ’ «
! «in type of training |nst|tut|on attended and WIN couﬁsellng, had® bnly
B " minor |mpact on the dlfference in completlon rates of ,regular recipients.
« . . Vouchering vocational training did mgke a di fference in the -
.. completion rates of some subgroups of traihees (Table 600) Relat|ve.\
+ to the experience of regular WiN tra|nees, it |ncreased the completlon
- rate of volunteer women, those w|th medium of large size families, ’ e
those with professional, techn|cal,adm|n|strat|ve aqd,b?ue collar
training eEcupations, and those who were preparing for either a lower
occupation than they originally had in mind wﬁen they entered WIN or
an occupation at the same fevel, Vouchering dethased the: completion 4
rates of ﬁen, those with the most education,'those:with small families,
, those preparing fo} service occupations, those who had no occupatiqﬁ < .
in mind when they entered wlﬁ and those whose training occupation was .

N

higher than the occupation they originmally had in mind.

| . For many subgroups there were almost no changes perhaps Pndlcat- 5
-~ ing that the method for acquiring occupatlonal skills had less of an

' . |nfluéﬁce on completion rates than other factors. Students with less
oyt than 12 years of educatian, those who attended public schools those

B t prepgrung for clerical® occupations, younger rgspondents, those not

satisfied with their training, and those whose needs for WiN counseling . _

ERIC . - R
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were net‘/ melt .weré Iess likely to complete. theuc_.tranmng whether they
were vouchered or nonvouchered trainees. .
. Women who were required to pertucipate |’p the WIN program, those
with 12 years of education,' those attending private schools, the older
respondents, those satisfied with their training, and those whose coun-
seling needs were m&t by WIN, were more I;kely than ctﬁers to. complete
‘their tralnlng regardless of whether they were.lvouchered or nonvouchered
trainees. Some further Tight is thrown on thest issues when we examine
the reasons WIN participants gave. for terminating thelr institutional

training before it was completed. T .

Reasons for Early. Termination -

‘ of WIN Tralmng co M

[ Table 61 preScnts the _reasons voucher and regular‘ respondents
gavé for not .Ompletlng their mstltutlonal trathing., There is a

} .
siariiicant  difference in the reasgn why voucher -and regular clients

. TABLE 6t
- (s .
REASONS_REPORTED FOR EARLY TERMINATION OF [NSTITUTIONAL TRAINING .
- L (In Percentagés) o
\'\ o v VBucher — Regular
Exgernal to prograg® . . . ... . . ... . . 54 75 ' ‘(
Inernaltoprorl:’.........._lif:_. o2, °
- Total % ' \ /- 160 100
. . W - - © (35) ., — (83)
- - ! -
- * 3fnclude /: ‘1. Persona 1|_problems--day care, itlness,
, 2. Had toswork. o _
. - 3. Found a job. " B
. . 4, Transportation problems. . A
.B ) i ~ S Yo : - 5
incliudds: 1. Program_problems=-poor instraction, fund- .
.o . ing running-out,” psor—school, schéol C
: problems. !
© 2, Asked to leave by school. BN
R - . 3, "Judgment problems—-dec;ded aga,mst trann-
\ ing occupation swltched to 0J4T. ' N
. ! ' « .

between propo t ons. It was sugmfldant at the .05 Ievej.

- ’

;0;; -
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terminaté”their training before completing it. While the majoriry oh
N ’ each group of trainees Ieft their training because of reasons ex(ernal -
to the tra|n|ng program, a slgnlfucantly Iarger proportlon of- regular,
partucupants did soik It is possuble that these’dljferences exust because
regular clients received more intensive follow-up® counsellng from their.
WIN counselors during the time they were in tralnlng., Someone with a ~ '
tendency to "'flunk out,".oF someone’ not sure if they were in the right .
séhool or occupation might be encouraged to contlnue with the approprlate
support'from the WiN staff (lnternal reasons) It would perhaps be less -
likely that a great deal of attention, support and counseling would s'top ’ .
someone from dropping their training if they had an $71 chjid, found a .o
. job, oF had to 1dok for work {external reasons). Before we can draw any
conclusnonswfrqm this flndlng, we must look at subgroups of WIN partici-
pants to see 'whether we find these same dlfﬁerences in reasons for early

~

termination among all subgroups of voucher and regular clients.

. . Maté &nd Femalé,' Mandatory and Volunteer Participants,--Though

a larger proportion of voucher than regular parthlpants dropped thelr .
- training hecause of internal problems: mandatory voucher clients and !
- mafes inthe re§ular-system seeﬁ to ha;e reacted similarly. Women in-

+ . the conventional WIN program rarely términated their training because

. f
\ . Of school problems while volunteer voucher women did so less oftén | .

than mandatory voucher women (Table 62).

.

° / T TABLE 62 .

REASONS REPORTED FOR EARLY TERMINATION OF INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING
'BY SEX AND PROGRAM STATUS

(In" Percentages) ‘ ~

Voucher

Regular

Mandatory Volunteer

s (4
Mandatory Volunteer
Males
Females Females

[ Females Females

External 50 50 v, 6l T s 91 80
- - - Intermal * 50 s . 39 - bl 9 r{ N

)

Males

—

Total’ % 100 100 100 - 100, 100 100
< (n) (8) . (10) asy- () (25) - :

.
. . 3 (I

O .o ' . )

»

S .
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. . "My husband .and 1" went back together, and they don-'t pay for a

. A . . .
v

. L. . “89- ' . .

" . 4}. -
LN * Below are a few bkamples of the more usual reasons womeB in .

.the conventional system gave for termmatlng their traunmg early.

- +babysitfer or I'd still be fn it, We are still pretty poof, and
t ¢ can't afford a babysitter e

-
.

Towards the end of the course |, had to qult becaus my son gpt
sicK! He was alway’s getti’ng smk‘because on welfarz you don't
eat right. It's hard to- get through the course when you're by

yoursel f, andiave a baby.. It takes a lot of .energy." ‘

"My atténdanck record was popr. | was the highest student in
the class in spite of the attendance. ) had probfTems getting
a. babysitter. n . ! .
. ”
"Pnablems at home." ' : . . o

©
S, .

i . Participants and Family Size, --V‘Oucher ehents wuth large

'famikh‘es dropped their e ning for external reasons considerably more y,
often’ than’ those with fewer depe,ndent's ) ~In' faet, they seém.'to have - |
reacted hke the regular clxents who drOpped~ their tranmng for -
external reasons regardles‘s of family size. It is. ver)/hkel'y thit
compehpg role demands account fc_)r thx's qlffere?ce (Table 63).

L B
[ R R » .

- TABLE 63 . T

REASORS REPORTED FOR EARLY TERMINATION OF INSTITUTI ONAL TRAININQG
. 8Y: NUMBER,QF DEPENDENTS ¢ Foo. -
., (i, Percentages) a FEON -

. ¥,
s - - . .

g

. ‘Voucher . - Regular 4
. b3

-~ A e . /-/ [
: 0-1 2-3 " 4 or 0-1 243 4 or

More \ More

External 47 57‘ l80 " 80 .77 7 .
Internal , . 53 43 20 © 20, 3] .29 t

<

Total” % 100 100 . 100 100 100" 100
(N) () G- (5) - (o) (22)7 . (7) '

’ . . co . ' /

-

«Participants of Diffefent Ages --Older voucher spondents were
more likely than younger partlc\ipants to ter,mlnate their trannmg before

completlon becaqse of factors external to (the pragram (/Table e4), -
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i N " TABLE 64 [ '
REASONS ‘REPORTED F’OR EARLY TERMINATION OF INSTlTUTIONAL TRAINING
N . BY AGE OF RESPUNDENT *
. A . (In Percentages) .
| .
' ,Voucher Regular _
I 18-29 30 Years 18529 / 30 vears _.
S ' Years or More Years* or More
1 ‘ A :
Externatl 54 67 78 72
Internal, 46 33 22 28
Total % 100 ~ 100 . 100, .. 100
M ) (24) (12) " (36), (18)
v} ) .,
) \ < ‘ ) S [y ’ \‘
, Participants With D\ifferent Edueational Levels.--The more. .
educated voucher clients \@re less likely to drop their tralnlng
because of internal problemsr than were those wnth less educatlon. We
find the samd trend in the regular systém, where the less educated
participants- had more probldms with their training than d_ld those with N
more .education (Table 65). ’ ,
- ’ § s 1
: TABLE 65 -
» ' -
© REASONS _REPORTED FOR EARLY .TERMINATION OF ENSTT TUTI ONAL TRAIINING
N . BY EDUCATIONg
. L (e Percentages) ) ., TN .
Voucher < Regular 7 <
*ess Than 12 ) , More Than  Lless Than 12 More Than
12.Years Years -12 Years 12 Years VYears 42 Years
v . ’ T - . - - .
External 55 50 |« 71 e 71 75 80 i
“Internal © © b5 . ' 50}, 29 . 29 - 25 20}
Total % 100 ° 100 100 , 100 . 100 100
(N) () . (18) N . (7) (32) « . (5)
e - 3 L3
. -~ 4 , e - .
” ) ’
. , )
0 » *
N )
. ’ ‘ l‘(\/ .U : i
\‘ * . ) - .
4 ! . * ’
ol

$
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When dgoking at all veucher and all regular respondents: we
found significant differendes in the reason why they dropped their '
‘institutioﬁalotraiéing. more detailed examination revealed that there

are some subgroups of vouchered clients who do not confoﬁn to the over-
all trend of dropping out for internal (training related) reasons. ; .
Voldnteer womern, parti&ipahts with! large families, older clients. and
those: with more education were however more likely to terminate their‘
training early for e§ternal reasohs very mucﬁ Iiie the conventional
WiN clients. Voucher clients dropped their training most often
for’ internal reaséns’regard1q§s of age edScation or }amfly size,
‘Apparently vouchered students rad more difficulty in coping

with training than did the{r regular cdunterparts, perhaps because

regular clients received additional cogngeling from their WEN coun-
selors while still in training Howevdr some subgroups of voucher

*clients were moré overwhelmed by the external responsibilities they

had and dropped their training for thi¢ Treason as was. the case with

the regylar clients. For séch clients (especially older wemen with

< .
heavy;r;sponsibilities) it is apparently véry difficult to cope with

“the multiple demands of their-training anJ‘Tanily situations. s

-
¢

-
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= out of the. labor force all of the‘furst threg months foll)ownpg training.*

EARLY EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS
. P : . . 3
The efficacy of offering vouchers as an alternative to the
ore tradluonal occupational .skill tramnng offered by WiN. wo‘uld be \.
que!tlonable |f we faund a 5|gn|f|cant dlfference in the labor force ’ . :
partlcnpatlon of those wio gartucnpated in the voucher system and . ‘“

thelr counterparts in*the regular system. This chapter,wlll examune e 4
»the early] labor force behavior of both groups of WIN cllents s o

. . . \d

- A. Labor Force Behavior,First Three ,
3 . Months Following Training

7 . . * N . N

"Major Hypothesr; and Related Findings ) : >

Al

As Bypothesnzed in Chapter 1}, the completion rates of vouchered
and nonvouchered WIN par/ncupants were not sugnlfrcantly [<}] fferent (in
fact they were nearly identucal 65% of the vouchers; 6;% of the

regulars). The employrrént patterns of\the two groups are, also e_xpected -

S~

to be similar. For purposes of andlysis we therefore propose the

following null hypothesus. . v - . . 7 X
o
There will be no significant diffgrence .
in the proportion of voucfiered and non- M v '
. vouchered WiN c\LJents in the ‘labor force
the firstethree months followmg training, .
Voucher recnplents were somewhat less lnke1y\4:han regular
trainees to have worked sometime dur\ng the first three months follow- *
ing training (Table 66). However, voychered recnp1ents were npt out «
of the Tabor force in larger proportlons than the conventlonal t-ralnees,, .
rathe’ a larger proportioniwere looklng for employment, in fact -,
almost identical proportions of’ vouchered and nonvouchered chents wers:
. R . 4 A / .

S © .
s iy ., eTane,

. N N

3 Vo - L. v

o

y ITh.ls phase of the stgdy follows the re§pon‘dent for the first
three months after tralningo The Jast phase of this Jongi tudinal study
will deal in.greater depth “with the' longer term }abof force behavior
of the, respondent.s . g

L 1 A R . T

— - - * *
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TABLE 66

LABOR FOREE BEHAVIOR‘-FIRST THREE MONTHS
FOLLOWING INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING
{in Percentages) !

0
'

Voucher Regular

~

Working?., ... . ... . . .. 45 53
Looking for workbe, L 22 R

.
. N

Out of the labor force€ . . . . . . . 33 32 °

Total “%e e ¢ 100 M00°
/,,1() U )

lnclude; respondents who worked during any part of
- the first *three months after elther completlng or .dgopping
training. !

~ l"I‘ncludes respondents who looked for work any part
of the first three months after training. Excludes those
respondents who worked. . - e p
. a =~
€I nctudes respondents who neither worked nor Iooked
for work  all of the first three months following tralmng~

dNo labor force 'mformation for 12 respondents.

LS . o

/‘ .o . ‘ . '.\ SRS

) Though there are differences in the early employment patterns -
of .the vouchered and nonyouchered WiIN clients, (more of the voucher
xlients were lo('.lng for wqu and more ofjthe r.gular clients were -
working), the differences do ‘not prove to be statnstlcally sughlficant 2
Hhen we pooled the data to examine the effects of training

system on labor force part|c1pat|dn (see Appendng*F ‘Labie F-3 for

results), we found that what at the gross’level -was a negllgible differ-
ente ln labor force partlcipatlon (67% of the vouchers and 68% of, xhe
regulars in the |abor force) widens once minor dlfferences in group
7composnt|6n are taken into account. ‘We frnd ‘that the estimatet’ propor-
tion of regular partncnpants in the labor force |s *71 percent whlle

. -
. : . A e

e

.
.

- -
¢ . -
e -

1 ~
. 2 2 test wasrused and it was not Significant at the .05 flevel,

[}
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- s the estimated proportion of ‘the vouchered trainees is ’616 percent. while
there |s more of a spread the di fference in the proportion of vouchered
and nonvouchered NIN clnents in the labor force |s stnll not statisti-
cally scgmfncant.3 We t.herefore cannot reject our null hypothesis. In

an effort to assess the. feasibility of vouchered ‘training as an alterna-

{

L 3 . - . 1 . .
m tive method for acquiring occupational skill graining, it is important

to see whether certaip ‘subgroups of WIN partlcnpants tend to be more ’
successful in one or the other systems.l‘ Does voucherlng positively
effect the labor force partlclpatlon of certain subgroups and negatcvely
'effect that of others? Are there certain ‘subgroups that are unchanged
' By vouchering? The sectiun below will, examine subgroups un‘changed by
.(/ouchering; subgro.ups whd react s‘im\ilarly regardless of system. 8-

Fa'ctors That Appear to Influence the Labor . . 2
: . Force Behavior of Voucher and Reqular _ !
Clients Similarly (Vouchernng Dld Not Make

a Difference) ) . .

¥ Aqg.--Younger WiN participants were less likely to be in the

labor force than were participants 30 years of age or older. , This was »

= 2 . .
3 the case forrparticipant_s i both ‘the voucher and conventional WIN " -
* M - . >3

- system (Table 67). ’ . 3 i ’
. Type of School Attendedl--Respondents with publlc school train-

-

‘ ing weq_e less likelye to be |n the labor 'force than those wi'th prlvate

%
school educatlon regardless of whether they were vouche(ed or non- “

’ ~ L)

. youchered students (Table 68). ‘ c .
The effect of school on labor force partlcipatlon Las greater -

Afor the vouchered respondents than those who went through the conven- . k

. t',l.onal system. Vouchered respondents ' in public schools were the least
Iy likely of all respondents to be in the labor force. !
- ¢ )
vt & * . . .
_ . s : :
- 4 , v -
A 2" test was used and it was not signiflcant at. the .05 level.
. . . ’
+ I‘Beca‘use this phase of the study only follows”the pa’rticnpants

for the first three months after training, except for overall findings, :
we wi 11 compare the subgroups of regular and voucher clients “on whéther
. they were in the labog force (worklng or looking for work will be )
X classed togemer) or whether they were out of ®he labor force entirely..
-y ’ L
. «
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. : _ TABLE67

.

THE | ” LUENCE

.

OF AGE ON“EARLY LABOR FORCE PARTI&IPATION®
(In Percentages)

” . -
, Estimated Proportion
. " In The Labor Force

Voucher Regular ~

v

Al L v e s L 67 68

18-29. vears . .c. . o . . L ... 82 6l
30 years or more.". e e e 75 73

*°

aApperidi'x F, Tab‘lé’F'}; presents the fti'll r'egression
results for voucher.and regular recipients,
. ,

TABLE b8

* THE IN‘FLUENCE OF TYPE OF SCHOO{ AT;ENDED
ON LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION .
< (!n Percentages)

N
s

Ln The Labot Force

Y

Voucher Regular

67
Public school . . v . . . . .. ... 59 . 67
Private school. . . . . . ... ... 73 . 69

$ -

- v

aAppendix F, Table F-3 presents the full regression
results for voucher and regular recipients.

Estimated Proportion

. 3{“.1'{" _
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atnsfactnon wWith Tralmng.--lt was.expected that satisfaction :

with training would have an tmpact on the labor force behavior of WIN

. - partlcnpants. This dad not occur. Nearlysldentlcal proportions
(estlmated) ‘of satlsfnéd as well as dissatisfied voucher and regular

. respondents were out oﬁ the labor force--about a third. There was a dif-
fereMCe, however, between reSpondents satisfied and dussat|sf|ed with

their tranmng in the sperj with which they found a job and began

working. et of soc1odemograph|c characteristics, type of sckool . :
o attended, completion rates, and tralnlng occupation, L7 percent of the .
. T satnsfled voucher %lients and 59 percent of the satlsfled regular -, °©
e » .

. clients were workung some part of the flI"St three months following

. training whereas 35 percent of the dissatisfied voucher clients and :

[

32 percent-of the dissatisfied regular clients had jobs (Table 69). ~

» - ' =~ .
S U . TABLE 69 . Lo -
\ . . - 4
-+ THE INFLUENCE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING o
* ON LABOR FORCE PARTICIPAY) ON? - ;

.. i ¢ ’_ (In Percentages) - o ' > .
S ; 0 N
N . ) ' . Estinated Proportion of Labor Force -
4 - - Participation Rate
- ) Vorkine + Looking  0u0f The '
- S A . 9 = For H Labor Force -
B ‘ v ROV R v R
. R ~ ] . . -3 R . v
Al oo, b5 53 22 15 | 3% 32-. .
' Satusfned with traimng. .« . b7 59 . 13 10 33 31

" Not satisfied with training. . . 35 32 . 34 32 31 36 T .

. _ y o * ¢

Appendux F, Table F93 presents’ the full regressior &eSults

for voucher and regular reci pnents. [ . .
. d * A . e ’ ° .
o o ’“ L3 i :
N A N . .
- ' While the respopdents satisfied with“their WIN training tended !
to be concentrated at jobs or entirély out of the labor force, nearly s
|dent|cal pro%ortlons of respondents dissatisfied yith their, tralnlng B . .
. were workung. Iooklng for work and out of the labor force. Lo
* »\- PR - . ' Y .
) S : ' o Wb
K ¥ . . .1 “ A .‘ ©T \ S ¢ ¢l
ERIC: f T 2
Ny

. L4 ’ =
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12 years of education were
. force than those with more
. . ,  pants were the-most likely
While those in the voucher system wuth more than 12 fyears of education .
‘ .. .were &h/e most likely to be in the Iabor force ithey were at the same | '
. -time the least likely o 11 the other vouchep’ participants to be work- .
£
.. _ing. The largest proportiotyere logking forfemployment. However, regu-
. ‘lar WIN trainees with more th years.pf:’.educat:on were on the other - ' . s
., o= hand more likely to be working oti'er( regular participants, . .
2 ) TABLE 70 . . ‘
e . . . * i |
. T ., THE INFLUENCE OF EDUCATION ON EARLY : Lo.s ‘
Lo : LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION? “i. - . h
* {In Percentades) ' [ § X
. Estimated Proportion R
s S . L S . In The Laboy Force, .
7 . '
¢ o~ o . ‘ . ; Voucher ., ~ Regutar
a Ee
Y R v . 68 :
'i’:?:;?\ . Less than 12 years. . . . . .. . .. 6l - 6D .
ey .. 12 years. . . - . et e e 66 70 -
MG e More than 12 years P % . 70

ot ”»
. P

~ 0 ~ v B . . . ]

2xppendix F, Table F-3 presents the full re.gr'ession
: results for voucher and regular recipients,

< . - ) . Le!

- .

* . A - ¢

. . N 'tompletmn'Status ~-While completung .one's training had a consid-
e erable effect on one s labor force partlclpatlon it had the same effect ",
oy, . on vouchered and nonvouchered respondents Only 55 percent (estlma-ted

perportlon mdeBgndJnt of demographacs, tralnlng occupation, type of

- _school attended, and tralnlng satnsfactnon) of the voucher and 54 percent.
of the regular pa\rtmmantgtwho had not cqmpleted their trannlng were in R
\ . . the labog force<compared to 77 percent of the voucher and 87 percent of

oo ‘athe regular ‘WiN partiéipants who completed their training. It bears
repeating that the present phase of‘ the longitudinal study only follows

i . *

e 3 Y
N S . .

-
]
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the participants for three months after their training. -In order to
conclude whether the completion of vocational education adds to the
probability'of long term employment, we must wait for the last phas

of this.study,

--Faétors That Appear to Influence the Labor'
Force Behavior df Voucher and Regular Clients

Differently (Vouchermq Made a‘leferen@l . .
! .
. For certaln subgroups of WiN partncnpants vouchering ¢hanged y

their labor force participation patterns. While partncular

scertain others were'less likely, The settlon be low w:H ex mine the

effect of voucherlng orf these subgro-ups

/
likely to be in the Iabor fagce, and volunteer WIN parti 'ants were li

~
‘k vouchered or unvouchered students, mandatory women reac g/d dlffefentlyil ‘ ’
{ Vouche'red '
women with mandatéry program status were consnderably re likely to

« be out of the labor fforce %han their 'regular WIN- \coun
: . < 4

srparts. | . *

e

S : ‘ TABLE 71 / ’ o
- N - THE INFLUENCE OF SEX AND PROGRAM STATUS
R . ON EARLY LABOR.-FORCE PARTIC!PATION -
. (In Percentages) - .
B ’ .o c, W ’ ‘ Esﬂmjf.ed Propontlon Yo L L.
. . . . o ( . tn! T Labor Forge T et
o . N P i
, . T - 0 F
" ’ ” " , } Voucl}ér Regular w2 .
AR APl L e e e e §77(/ . 68 .
< Male . . i e s e 100 73
) Mandatory female. .. : 7T .. ... . 52 oo 71 s
N Volunteer female' . .. . . . . ... 55 S ) a e T
_ 3appendix F,: Table F 3 presents? the full regressmna
. results for voucher and reqular-recipients. 2 ,
- ’ ' L N P ‘i R
e v, : co e S 2
- | . R R A Y

ERIC: . -

- K . f -
Aruitoxt provided by Eric: - . . ©

PR »> 7 . .. . e




ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

£
with professional,

- [

g
LETFX
h o £ < A AR e
)
.
>
L4

. .
N Training Occupation,--While training occupation exerted a con-

élderable influence on whether respondents were in Or out of the labor
#or‘ce the first three months' following their-vocational training so too

did vouchering (Table 72). * \ .

f ’ ' TABLE 7% . ‘

THE INFLUENCE OF TRAINING OCCUPATION .
! ON, EAKLY LABOR FORCE PART!CIPATION® ”~
T . “w (ln Percentages) .

ted @roportion
e Labor Force

) — In
N -]
" - . . Voucher Regular
L AM L, : ; 67 68 °
- * 3 ' ; :
. Professional, technical; - v
I administrative. . .,. . . . . ... ' B9 69° .
Clerical. . . . . . « « s . .%o 80 66
. Blue collar 4. . « + « « v « =« « Ly . 82
?3 SServicd L .. L L. L o e 77 . 62
't B4 - '
t rs
! * 3jppendix F, Tab1e F-3 .presents the full regressnon ,

results for volcher and regular recnplents

Tl : 3
ot

in the tabor force dependiné upon training dccupation, This was par-

ticularly true of the voucﬁerqg respgndénts. Vouchered respondents*

administrative, or blue collar training

Al

o%upatlons were tess likely to be in the labor force than those pre-

technical,

paring for clerncal or service OCCupat|on%
Of the regular respondents apprOX|mately one-third of those

wuth service or white collar training were out of the labor force.

: Whllé thosé with blue coliar and professional training were more likely

" to He in the labor force if they went th;ough the conveitional system,
;hosé with clerical or_sefvice occupations who went‘through the voucher
system were more* likely to be in the labor force.

P
. . . <

&

-r

.+ There was«a gréax deal of variation in the estimated prqportiqn‘

[ 8

Y
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Fami ly Size.--1t seemed reasonably likely that those people |
with Iaréer\families might have more difficulty leaving the home to*
either look for a job or to work. |t was not sd;pri\sing, therefore, when
we found that vouche; respondents with four or more dependents were the
least hkely to be in the labar force. Thns trend however was not the

\
same for regular respondents. Nearly |dent|cal proportions of respon-

dents with the smallest and largest families were out of the labor
force, while those with medium size families were the moste likely to -

be in the labor force (Table 73).
‘/'\ N i‘

" TABLE 73 /
s/ < . . \
THE INFLUENCE OF FAMILY SIZE ON BOR FORCE ("1/\R'|'|C|PAT|0‘I‘Ja ot
v (In Percentdges) .
~ Estimated Proportion *
L . . ' in The Labor Force
) . . . Vvoucher Re'gular\
3 1 I 67 68
,+ 0-1 dependents. . . . . e 76 63 !
* " +2-3 dependents. . . . . .t 69 74 ‘
L4 br'more dependents. . . o ., . . L7 40 B 65

- i
= ~ '

aAppendix F, Table F 3 presents the full regresslon
results for .voucher and requljr recipients.

- i
. ~

®
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L
N g )
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Experiences Unigue to the Voucher System". . . ) -

~

and lts Effect on Labor Force Behavior . .
Self-Assessment Counsehj --There is a contlnulyg interest Jn

» the effect of self- assessment” counseling on voucher partnc;pants. AS [ -
3

descrnbed earher,,those clnents {who used the process were somewhat
Iess satisfied with their tralmng but constderably more Ilkely tog'
complete |t Though this may appear to be a contradlctlon at first, |

after some careful thOught a possible explanation emerges.

the ciient.‘ Atthough one may be satisfied and comfortable with what-
ever decision was made as a result of the counseling, it is sti k8

N . P
¢ - . . ¢

SR l*u }\' :

e

.

- Self-assessment conseling is a process which actively ftnvolves). -
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. ‘_ -_pos‘s.)hle to be less satisfied with the actua| tra|n|ng than those who
did not use the process. This may be the result pf higher expectatuons
P or a basic d|sapp0|'ntment with the overall educational system. However
a basnc satisfacfion with the decision-is still likely to* have the .
effect of increasing the probabllltj of completing. the tr‘an.n,tng - N

Whatever effect self-assessment counseling had on the tr;fning

R . 'exp'erlences of vouchered participants seems not to have carried through
- beyond complet»pn of tralmng (see Appendix F, Table F-3 for details).
1t seems qunte reasonable that the self-assessment effects would not
influence labor force participation except for perhaps 7the training
reldtedness of one's occupation. A later section of this chapter will

)
p address this issue” | &

. - -
. ‘

>

R Summary of Findings Related to Early * i
Labor Force Participation <

i ‘Approximately 66 percent of both the vo'(%\:\r and regular pare .

ticipahts in our study were in the labor force al} or part of the f|rst‘,,l

. three months follownng their institutional training. ‘A shghtly larger
A proporti8n of voucher ‘chents than regular clients wefe still “1ooking b
“for jobs ‘and were in fact not working. , ) -
Regression | éstimates of the net ass'pciation of various factors ‘
wuth labor force partnctpatlon indicate thiat it was not equally dis-

tributed among all cl(ents but varied amongr respondents with different

- . soc i odemographic characterlstlcs, tralmng occupations and completlon
LY rates. Traumng occupé(tuon, amnly size, sex and program status, and.
L - .completlon of’ tralnlng each had an important effect on the extent to '
} e .which one partlcnpated in the labor Force. ' Often factors assocuated‘ * *
) ‘with labor force.participation .were the same regardless of whether ah . ‘
ot (mdnvndual was .in the vouche( or regular system. Sometumes there u%re
- . dlfferences Included are two 5ummary tables (Tables' 74A and 74B)
- . whnch d:splay the varlables in the order of their ef‘fect on. tabor force .
. C artlcupatlon, controlling for all other varvables in the regress:on N
model, and a tJ'nrd table (714C) which shows the effects of vouchering
for, ‘each subgroup of wespondents. * ——) . ’ ‘ ,
. ) o For vodchered @nees, tra|n|ng satisfaction had Tess effeqt .
. . 'on the probablllty ‘of entering the labor force than' ‘dnd training - L
K i s ’ g : 3
' vl L N ., e . - ! + -
o o ’ ;) . . N
EMC : : o 3 l“' £ . . )
\ . . N
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\ TABLE 7h4A . _ LS F
\ EST|MATED NET PROPORTION OF. VOUCHER RESPONDENTS R
) ’ IN THE LABOR FORCEa - -
4 o
— . s * Voucher ' \": : .
. R ) LY . ’
' - S . P — N . ..
Sex/Proqram Status . . ) '
MAlE. s evervotonnnnnensaoesi eenee Nereeeenn 100 (25)
Mandatdry femal,e ........... i eereeeanes ve. 52 (24) 4, - ® R -
« Volunteer female. .o’ oo c-roesvossres 55 ~63) 13 ; .
Training Occupation N . - *
Profess:ohal techmcal, administrative. 39
I P T ) D P 80 S j\
' Blue collar..{.....uvnn, Ceeeereitereieeanan LL ‘ . v
- Service........., ........... P 77, . ¢
Dependents . s N
2 P gt eeerens . 76 :
. .
S 20 T TR R L . 69 .
4 or more..... B TR TR EE ko N, -
e Complefion Status . -
. Completed.......... e TR EEE 77 .. ' ,
Dropped .................................. *e. 55 N =
. N - .
Type of School .Attended . - ? . ,
Lt POBTTCo v eoeesrozobonreesbonneonsnennnnns \'ﬁs\ . C
Private. .. ooueeee veeeess e ee e Waeeragees 73 "
' Age : %
, 18-29 years....... L S & 9) .
30 years OF MOF€i..qeseeres e eeerecreanens 75‘ f‘t‘i) .
, Edycation . ¢ . -
, Less than 12syears....oeceeniiienne. cereens 64 (24) .
€ 12 Yeal‘s...' ........ :,...g..,_: .......... FRFEE 66 (70) J . )
More! than 12 years.  eeeeerioneionosoesons 74 (19). r)
* ¥ .
. Tramlng datisfadtion . . .
. Satisfied. P S AU ¥ (91)” -1 \
\ Not satisfied...cieeveelsvenns PPN eeers 69 ) (22) o
o . r <
Ay ) : a
.. "2pppendix F, Table F-3 presents ‘the full regressnon ,
resulcs for voucher and regular. recipients.
¢ » s
. -, ® -z-.\ t
’ . P - ‘a
. - .o~ ’ ' € . v
I 7 v« .- Yor Poe s . >
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N - M é l 1 l \f' ’ M 3.
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TABLE 74B B N .
N . * Y
° ¢ ) . ESTI MATED NET PROPORTION OF REGULAR RESPONDENTS . o
‘TN THE LABOR FORCE?® * . . ‘v toe .
‘ ’/\ : Regular . - T -
. / N) , '
1 — : : ot
‘»‘1; Completion Status . . ot . ..
N Completed............. s PR R 87 (85) .
. ,’j{ DropPed. ,.veuernrunsnrnnnonannra.nn e ch - (56) . . .
‘ Training Occupation A ¢ . ‘ h
; ’ Professionad, teéchnical, admfnistrative.... 69 (12) -
CleFical. . vovivrninrnnnennans oo b 66, . (82) - o~ ©
; Blug Collaru.w.uuerienrnninannnnn e 82 (23) . _'\
BEREIE -1V -7 SR e 62. ° (33) ‘.
;‘” . Dependents ) . A8 ‘ . . )
! S A b,ﬁ} 63 3N
2 T et Th (52) «
! L or more,. S CESTRRRRELRRTRE TP : 65 (1e) .
! . Educatnon ‘ ' ’
Less than 12 years........ .... P v 60 (49) N
o . 12 YEAIS . uu it emreea st i 70 . (87) -
' More than 12 YearS....o.eeueevommeisnnnonss .70 (23) ) ‘<,
. Agews L. ) L . . ) .
18-29 years...v.... P T TR 6 (88) R -
) 30 y&ars Or mofe......-..-. D & ——(64) ' : -7
Sex/Program Status » p " T - ’
i - . .
Malé ................. R R R R 73 . &3.) "
{ ‘ : Maridatory FEMAlC e s as s es s snnnnncearsnannns R A T B ° o o .
i Volun‘teer female....ovvuun. e ‘..., 6h ‘(62) ¢ e
Y 2 oeT . ~ - ° «
i< * Training Sat|sfact|on ] ' it
v Satisfied..... e e teeae e L e 69 - (1b) )
: '-*é‘f*?‘ ‘Not S@tlsfied.‘...,....;.'.....-/?. ....... S B e (30) . ..
) Type of School Attended . . - s e - - . ¢ ;
H e PUblic, . iiii i U A Y (63) . . .
b Brivate..sveoerenr..: e e 69 (87)
N ¢ ” , « .
§ o . ’
4 # & 2Appendix F, Table F-3 presents the full regressnon
l tesults for voucher and regu'lar ;ecnplents. c
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! “ TABLE AiC . ,
B ;NI;LUENCES ON THE PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHO WERE OUT -
.. ' " OF THE LLABOR FORCE AND CHANGES DUE TO VOUCHERING?
. h Y (in. Percentages) ] . ; -
- . - . Estjimated Proportion Out
Ld - of the Labor Force Changes
. . Due to
. o 1 Voucter Regular Vouche‘r‘lng '
AL 2 e, e 33" 32 - w7 :
. ) 3 . ! r] -
‘ Male.....c.eovenindoienn Verareieaad 4 - 27 =27 s
. ‘r:fndatory-female.. .............. . 48 29 N +19 -
w olunteer female..|o.eviveureann cee * ks, 36 +09
’ ' . N -
! Fewer than 12 year$ education...... . 36 4o ¢ -0 4
12 years educatlon!....‘ ............. 330 L, tO4
¢ . More titan”12 vears educatlon ....... #26 30 +04 ;
J 4 1829 yeari Ot 38 36 +02 -
. 30 years or older..... fegeraaneienan ) 25 W27 -02 ¥ - .
- 0-1-dependents........... eeeseieens oot 24 37. © a3 - p—
i 2-3 dependents........o0e..d SO 31 26 - +05 )
T ~bor mare dependents....... Teeieens .7 60, . 35 ¥25 - .
. * . o .
e . Pubfic_school ......... Reigerene roun [y N 33 ¢ +08 - .
= Private schood.v.o.ovviuninnne... PN 270 0 3 «Lo-0h . e
o T . . . .
Professional, technical, . < .
administrative trainding.’........n 61 31 +30v -
Cherical training..veevieerennenns . 20 34 ﬂ } .
.S . Blue collar training......c.o.vunen o 56 18 +38 - )
© Service training........... eieesan .23 38 215 ,
e .ComPIeted tralning... o ¥eiieieenns '2’ <13 \., +10 .
) Dropped training........ Ceevevenees 4s * L6 ~01
» ! * - .
Satisfied witth training..... e - .33 3\‘ To+02 .
" Not satlsfied with trainfng........ 3 36 -05 ’
' ’ aAppendtx F, Tible F-3 presents the full regréssion results
v, ™= for VOucher and regular, recipients.s
. . b"Especially" large {upderscored)’ effects of voucherjng are N
, ' those lying outside the -9 and +1] range. - '
v, . N
-~ N I ‘. L4
. o .
4 - - ' ¥
. ) . . . N T e .
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oécupation, family size or sex and program status, (Table 74A). gain-

ing occupation had the greatest mfluence on the Iabor force participa-

tiori of the voucher recipients. Whereas an estimated 6] percent of the
N .

voucher respondénts with professional, technicaL or administrative
%raining occupdtions were' out of the labor force, only 20 percent of

’ . .
the vouch@r respondents with clericdl occupatidns were. And while an

estimated 24 percent of the youcher respondents with small families

=~ -
were out of the labor force, 60 percent of those with large familids
were’ not working (Table 74A). ’ I3

.
“for regular respondents completion of training had the greatest ,
"influence on Iabor force participations Sex had less |mpact than it
did for the voucher Ghents, while the effect of program status was

relatively targer. . '

Voucherlng vocational training. did make a dnfﬁrehce to the
labor force partncupatlon of some subgroups of traifees. o Relatnve to
their regular counterparts, it inereased the )abor force partucnpatlon
of males, thdse wnth small famislies, and those who prepared for s%rvu‘:e
or clerical occupations;~ Vouchering decreased the labor force partici-

pation of women who were -required to participate in the WIN program,

‘those with large families, and those with eitfer prof?ssio'nal, technical,
K . ! N

administrative or blue colfar training occupations. For, man"? sul;groups,,
, there were almost no changes, indicating perhaps that the'method for
acqulrlng eccupatvlonal ski-11s had less®influence on labor force partici-
patlon than other factors. Those m’th more than 12 years of education,
those 30 years of Ege or older, those actendnng private schools,_those '
who complete tra|n|ng ‘and those wi th smedium sized families were likeky
to particip, te, |n(the labor force regardless of whether they-were
vouchere or nonvouchered trainees. Women who were vquntarl ly par—\
ticipating in thecwlu progrem, those with less than 12’years of educa-
tion, those between 18 and.29 years of .age, and those who dropped their

tralnlng were Iess h‘ke!y to be in the labor force, whether they were
in “the voucher or/conv.eptlonal WIN system.

B . o . > , g
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< Reasons ‘for Not Participating
-in the Labor Force - l

.
>

Table 75 presepts the reasons voucher and regular respondents_;'

-

gave for not partncnpating inghe labor force the first three months® -
followmg their training. The main reasons regular clients gave for
v lack of participation were fami ly obligations, personal' illness, and
1

enrollment in new non-WIN training prégrams.5 N
i .
-

I ,TABLE 75 ‘
REASONS -REPORTED FOR NOR PARTICIPATING* IN THE LABQR FORCE
40" Pércentages) .

«

e

Y

- Reasons Repqrted. Y Voucher Regﬁl’ar

. -

Personal illfess.....oeveuineneunnn, *21
Famlly obligations...cc.veeeeeatonesse . 30
Still in WIN training® .......c000” 30,
New training (non-WIN training)...... .n
Transportation problems......coueuves 2
No interest in working..,..,eels eoue 2
Financially-.better off not working... -
Not quallfued to‘wor)c..........;.._:.. 3 L

CTotal % " * 101 100 .
(N}, L (37) ('vl)
. . .
- t. (}. . -8
R . aEleven percent of -the voucher cliedts and 30 per-
“cent of the. regc‘xlments who were not In ‘the 1abdr force
had not. compleged their WIN traihlng‘ at the time of the ~ *
lnterview : - I

[}
N *

. e b
LI . . L~ Y.
* Voﬁcﬁer clients reported th.at thl)lr family obljgations were the
. nlain. reason they were not working or looking for work.w .11) health and
I.nvolvement in further educdtion were aiso ir;nportant. reasons for keep-

Ing voucher clients from: part‘lcipating in the labor force.® °
-

. < .
. L

<al

~ - 5Refers; to non-VlN tralnung- lncludes°self-‘5uppbrted frainlng
as-well as other government suppOrt. N ’ S 4
6Eleven percent of the voucher clients ana 30 gercent of the
regular clients ‘who were not in the labor force had not co«npieted their
WIN training at the time of the interview, - .

.
1‘)

P
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» v < .
Equally sm3ll proportions of both voucher and regular respon-

dents felt'unqu\alifiedéorsa job'. The suspicion=thatf,-:«€lfare people

are not interested in rking is certainly not substgrtiated here.
Only one regular and two vbucher respondents said ehey”"were "just not
interested in working." s - . g
The regular respondents were more likely to be out of .the
labor force because of personal illnes.s" than the vouch/'r chents,
" while the voucher chentg"We%e more likely to be out because of fami ly
obligations. . .
Clearly, except for a Iarge‘{ proportlon of voucher clients in
new nop-WiN training programs, the~fwo groups were out of the labor
< force ¢ same reasons.® An examination of, subgroups of the popula-
tion wiil indicate whether 'cer.tain subgroups tend to differ from.the -
”overall‘group 1:1 reasons’ for lack of 4;)articipation.7 "We are particu-
;Iarly interested in whether females, .'those wit;h large families,. and
those who were younger, were not working bedause of family obligations. .
Male and Female Participants.~-We found as expected that while g—\ '

almost one-half of the voucher and ‘oné-third of the regular women who “
were not in the Iabor force had fami-ly obllgatlons keeping them from

+ working, none of 'the male respondents in elther group claimed thls as
a reasoh. (The very small N for males makes any fundlngs suspect Y
With only two exceptions, the only reason men gave for not belng in
the labor force was training, either WIN training or new additional
non-WIN trainihg.(Table 76). » . 4 PR

A1l of the respondents* reporting a disinterest in working were

women. 1t is possible that though not explicitly stated their dis-

intérest was due to an interest in raising children.

-~ -

°

.. . . .
- 7Si'nce the N's are rather small, we will emphasize trends
+ rather than absolute values. . -

1 z S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE. 76 .
REASONS REPORTED FOR NOT PARTECIPATING IN THE LABOR FORCE BY SEX . ,
i . (1n Percentages) L N :
- t . ' o Voucher *" Regular .
; Reasons ’Reported': .
B - ’ : Mazles Females Males Females
- ) . P M ~, -
N N Personal illness...........covvmess 25 9 - . 2k
) Family obligations........c.cofuvens. - Le - 33 .
Still inWIN tralnlng ............. ? 25 f " 100 21
° New .training (nonsWiN training)., 25 , 21 - 12 .
. Transportation problems..,........... 25 3 - 2
No interest in working.......... Ly, - 6 - 2
* .Financially better off 'not workmg - 3 - -
No¥ qualified to werk..... RS PP - 3 - 5 .
' ’ . . Y N, . ' - -
' Total % w@ 100 100 . 100 , 99 “
. LW ® (3 (5 (W)
. * ¥ nterview conducted before respow nished their i
: training program. - . » . O
. } 8 .
bR
3
A
Participants of Different Ages.--Though younger participants o’ 4
were shght)y more likely to have tranSportatnon problems and older
participants were somewhat more likely to be out of the ‘labor force
. . for medical reasonss we found no startling differences in the reasons
. younger and- oider WiN. participants stayed out of the labor force
-
(Tab|e 7). ¢ . ,
. Partlmpants and The|r Families.--Surplisingly, those-with .
la;ger fami lies were not out of the labor force becausé of family, ’
oblugatwns. any more often than people with smaller families (Table 78).
|4 . In fact, though the differences ip'the proportions are small for
Tvgem'” -voucher cljents, the reverse is true._ . . .
Fqr regufar re‘spondents because we have no dependency informa-
.. _ tion for 26 percent of those who were out of the labor force the, first

_three months folloWing tra,nntng, we suggest that the reader be cautious
about placing too.much significance on the ftndlngs. We found that
- reg%\far respondents with larger families {two or more dependents) were
- more qﬁely to be out of the Iabor force because of famnly obligations.
Q ) . l
FRIC - )

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TABLE 77

*
REASDNS REPORTEO FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN THE LABOR FORCE 8Y AGE
{iIn Percentages) R

' Voucher Regular ™

Reasons Reported ’ 1829 30 Years 18-29 30 Years
Years or More or More
>

13
Lo
13
20
7
7

Hew training (nonsWiN trammg)
Transportation problems.. ., .,

NQsinterest in working.

Financially better of f nut working, ..
Not qualified to work.. .. . .. Jeveoroecenns

’

Vs O W o

Total % 101, 100 99
0 (22) (15) J (33)

v ‘.
"lr\‘tervlew conducted before resgondents finished their training program.

’

TABLE 78

N REASONS REPORTED FOR NOT PARTICIPATING 1N THE {ABDR FORCE 8Y FAMILY SIZE
! < (in Percentages) ,

Voucher « Regylar"

- * -
Reasons Reported

Personal illness..

Family obkaganons .

Stell in WIN ;ralmngb .

New training {(non-WIN trai

Transportation problems.

No interest in working.. .

Financially better off not working

NOt Qualified to work...... e eereriserev..
»

Total 4 102 .98 9 101 101
(%} an o 08) () (1) Q) (N

i

3ye have no _dependency mformaﬂon fcr 26 Percent of those regulars who were out of
the labor forces »
1
t’Intc:rvi,cw conducted before respondents finished their training program.
P ~ A\J

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. eMajor Hypothesi&.and Related Finding_ E

. . S B , :
’ . s . - N
¥ - ) -
.

it appears, then, that voucher and regula( clients were out of
the’laboq_forCe.ﬁqr simi lar reasons. Women tended to be out primarily
because of family oﬁgigatibnﬁ while?zén were either in_néw or old
training programs. Age.had little impact on the reasons why respon-
dents did not partidipate. . Voucher respondents with .large families did
not stay out of the‘labor force because of %ami1y'obligatfons more often
thaq those with small fam|I|e9 (but odr data op the family size of
regular respondents is questlonable because of a lack of information).

We will now look at just the people who were work|nggthe first
.three n;nths follpwing training to see the gffects of veucher and. ’

regular institutional trairing on job, and Salary/satisfaction.

— .

f —— ' L i

e ¢
. B. Working in Trainjng Occupation First “Three
A B Months Following Training N

that the(employment atterns

v

Because it has been our content|o?

of the voucher and.regular‘wlN particip

the following.null hypothesns fqr purposes of analysis: I‘

0f, those responderits working; there will ., .
. be no significant difference in the pro- [
portion of vouchered and nontoukhered NIP
clients working in occupationg for which
they were trained . , -

The data suggest that a ma;ornxy of ;]N parthC|pants working
+all or part of the f|rst three months follow:ng training weré working
in their.tralnlng occupation (Table 79). Nhlle a slightly larger pro-
portion of voucher cllenté'than regular clients had jobs at a higher
level than their tra|n|ng occupation, they also had jobs at lower
levels |n larger proportions as well. 8

v ”’

< .

8For a comparison of first job 1evel ahd training occupatlon \
level, both were given a value based on the .following code: '

Professional........ 0 tow clerical.....”. &4
o _ Subprofessional..... | Crafteeeceisseceees. 5
. Managerial.......... 2 Operative....ooeves
High clerical....... 3 Service.ieeceenenes 7 R
The codes for the training occupation and f|rst job were then compared
- . . . . . __)‘ . s } 4 .
' ! j 1N . .
- { - -
) LV ul :3 L) ~ “ .
. —_ : .o
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’ L TABLE 79 -
) 1
. TRAINING OCCUPATION AND FIRST Jog? v
: (In Percentages)
’ ' Voucherb Regularb
' A\ < . *
Tralmng occupatlonjand P .
' first jOb Same. .. ... . o o - 55 66
First job higher than -
* training occupation . . . . . , ° 31 24 -
First job lower than ) . ’
training occupation P | LR 10
e e Total % - 7T 100" - 100
- (N) . . (s1) (80)
5 -
;2 5
3je only followed the respondents for the first
three months after training.> . -

These proportions are only of those woﬁklng some
part or all of, the first three months after train¥ng.

- -~

- N .

-t

L]
Whlle there are di fferences in the proportlon working in their
tralnlng occupataon and at higher and lower levels, none of these
differences prove to be statlstacally significant. 2

1

When we pogled the data to examine the effects of tralnlng

-system on working in one's training occupation (see Appendnx F, Table

tion were taken ihto account
. A

F-4 for results) we found that\fhe grass difference™ in proportion of

clientd workmg anm tralmng occupation some part of the first

three months fallowing traiping (SS% of the vouchers and 66% of the

regulars) spread out slightly once minor differences in group composi-

We find that the estimated proportion
f regular participants workiﬁg in their training occupation is 68

percent while the«estimated proportloh among vouchered tra1nees is

53 percent. While there is more of a spread the dlfference in the

proportion of vouchered and Ronvouchered WIN c)nents working in their

*

L3

3

’

A z test was used. ‘o test the” sngnlfncance of differendes
between proportions.

it was not significant at the .05 level.

12

.
- ar

I3
N

N

.

'3

<
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training occupation |s rgt sta;nstucally sngnnfncant,'o and we cannot

£

.

reject our null hypothesn.s.

-8
Factors That Appear - to Influénce Whether ~

VYoucher and Reqular Clients are Working

in Their Training Occupation Similarly o
{Vouchering Did Not Make a Difference) .

‘Completion Status.--As we c0u‘id have predicted, clients who

completed their tralnlng were considerably more likely to have been

workmg in their trannlng osccupation some part or all of the fnrst

\three months following their institutional tralmng (Table 80).

-
:

. -

TABLE 80

’

THE™ INFLUENCE OF COMPLET!ON STATUS ON WORKING IN TRAINING
OCCUPATION DURING THE FLRST "THREE MONTHS .
. L \FOLLOWING TRAINING?
(In Percentages) -

. ,Estimated Propogtion Norking :
i ' ) in Training Occupatwn

.

, V0ucher Regular
X A 55 . -, 66 .
Completed tfaining. . . . . . 60 ~ 72,
Dropped training. .-. . . . . L 51 -

. — n

N )

aAppendm F Table F-l& presents the’ fuld; regfession . \ -

results for voycher and regular rec;plents.
L

- W .

. § .

This is the«only varnable'that "affected respondents similarly

regardless of which, sy§tem they were part of All of tfbe other vari-

ables had 'a d|fferent impact on respondents dependmg Gn the?r trainrn{;

. -

experiences.
-~ . - N 7

s " . 34:

.

- e

lOA z test was used to test the significance. of differenpces
between proportions. |t was not significant at the ,05 level. . *

' et . \ 12 ] - ’
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Factors That Appear to influence the Job
of Voucher and Reqular Clients Differently
(Youchering Made_a Difference) .

For Ceﬁtain subgroups of thﬁpartic}pants vouchering changed
whether they were working in their training occupation during the
first three months following training or not. While Rarticular sub- ",
. groups were more likely to be working in the occupation for which they
were trained because of voughering, certain others were less llke]y.
The sectloﬁ below, w1|| examine the effect of vouchering on these

subgroups. - v .

Sex and Program Status.--Neither sex nor program status had

much *of an impact on whether people in the youchered system worked in

their training occupation any time during the first three months follow-

int training (Table 81). Though men and volunteer women were more
likely thag.mandatory women to be worktwg in the occupation for which

they prepared, the differences in estimated proportions were small.

- v ~ -
- Sex and program status did have more of an influence on

whether nonvouchered individuals worked in their trainiBg oEcupation.
Men were the most likely while mandatory females were the ‘least likely
to work ¥n their training occupation. Females voluﬁ;arily jn,the WIN
program were not as likely as males to be working in their.training

occupation the way they were-in the vouchered system. *

~ ) . v
o TABLE 81 )
-, THE INFLUENCE OF 4B AND PROGRAM STATUS ON WORKING -
. IN TRAINING OCCUPATION DURING FlRSaT THREE -
[ MONTHS FOLLOW] NG TRAINING® . .
v (in-Percentages) ) -
’ . Estimated Proportion Working
‘w - e ’ .Jn Training Occupation

(:f‘\\\ N Vouéhst ' . Regular

CAT. s N \\ st \ \ 66
Male. ., . .. ... .. .2 55 T3

Mandatory f aJe. e e e e e b ) 53
- Volunteer female.”. . ., . . , 55 61

7 aAppenle F, Table F-4 presents the full regressnon -
results for voucher and reqular recipients,

s

. - ‘
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Education.-~in both the voucher and regular system, the least '

educated were the most likely to be worki'ng at 'jobs for which they

were trained (Figure 3), though education did not seem to have much
of an*effect on the probability of regular respondents working in

their traini‘ng occupation. Vouchered tfainees with more than 12 years

of education were consnderably less likely than all other 'voucher

e

clients and regular clients wnth the same level of education to be

wotking in the occupation for which they were trained———— -

- FIGURE 3 > L.
s.  ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF %UCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS - -
WHO WORKED IN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION -
’ THE FIRST THREE MONTHS AFTER TRAINING -
. BY EDUCATION '
N 100 +
7 . . B B voucher
- . 9 r . , Regular
8o ¢+
foa - 3 ° 7
3 70 t N
Percent Who
Worked 'In 60 .
Training i
Occupatign 50
Lo ¢+
A}
30 T+ ’ *
g 20 T :
10 ’
) “
.0
Less Than . More Than .
a 12 Years . 12 Years‘ . 12 Years
' ) . oo - Education :
/l N‘
-, N .
: B RYE
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Age.--Voucher clients less than 30 years of age were less

- - ] .
likely “ta be working in tHeir training occupation the first three
months followmg training than older respondents In the regular

. system, the reverse is true. Those older wete less like.ly to be

, “working in their training occupation. Most startlingais the negative .-
effect voucherlng had on younger respondents (Figure 4). We'will be

examining-reasons why individuals were not worklng i the|r training >

“n “

FIGURE L

ogcupation at “the end of this section.

.

- L , )
~.  ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS
. WHO WORKED IN THEIR TRAINING OCCYPATI

. THE FIRST THREE MONTHS AFTER TRAINING

P

BY AGE

.

BN : A «
100 T - -
. . - . Bl voucher
1 Regular ’
. ?
- 80 + -
» 70°
, ~ 'Percent Who 60
¢ Worked in N
Training *
Occupation 50
‘ i « Lo )
% --30]" 1
>
N ;.20
L4 <
’ ‘9. - Io )
. 0
’ ' Age :
. - '}—;, [ UL T ) ;
. ?
. . — ,
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» .
. Training Occupation.--Quite slearly, those in the voucher

syftem withﬂ‘ rofessional, technical, administrative or, cleical occupa-
tions.were‘ uhlikely torbe working in their field while those tfained
in blue collar or service occupations were likely to.do so. We find
the reverse t9 b; true in the regular system. Those in the profes§ional
or clerical fields were much more likely to be working in that area
(Fjgure 5).

.

‘
N -

s

-
! FIGURE 5 NN N

ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLI.‘ENTS
: WHO WORKED IN THEIR TRAINING OCCU&ATION'

THE FIRST THREE MONTHS AFTER TRAINING
' BY TRAINING OCCUPATION

.

. .
* + B voucher
. Regular

Pefrcent Who .
Worked 1In
Training
gccupagion

%
&

t %

e d
VD
2

-

2,
ok

A

S

5
S

s
«‘f%"\‘"

>
5%

Profe$sional, Clerical Blue Collar Service
Techpical,
Administrative

. .
Training Occupation ’
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Fraining 0ccdpaf]on and Occupation in Mind When Entering ! -
- Those vouchered and r%gular WIN partlcnpants who had an occupatuon n

-

mind when they entered WIN "and were trained nn Ehat same occupatlon,
were the most likely to be working in that pccupat»on following train-
ing (Table 82). . .

1

« : TABLE 82 . I

INFLUENCE OF ‘RELATIONSHHI P BETWEEN TRAINING OCCUPATION AND OCCUPATION,
IN MIND WHEN ENTERING WIN ON WORKFNG IN TRAINING OCGUPATION-
DURING FIRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAINLNG
(In Percentages) .

Estimated Proporiioﬁ WOF&ing
In Training Occupation
'“ﬁ
Voucher Regular

AL, L L

Training occupation and oﬁ?upatlon
in mind same P .

Training occupat:on was at a higher
level than occupation in mund
when enternng WIN

Trannnng occupatlon was at a lower
level than occupation 1n wnd
when entering WIN® , . . . [ . . ., M,

No occupation i®mind when entering WIN,

] Py

T v

Appendlx F, Table, F-4 ;presents the full regression regults for
voucher and reguLgr recipients. «
’ - . ’ ) ..
. For -a’ compar|son of training occupation and occupation in
mind when enterAng WIN, both were given a value based on the foIIOW|ng
codes .
~ Professional. 3... 0 Low clerical....... &
Subprofessronal } Craft..... .5
Managerial. . 2 Operative....s. 6
High clerical....... 3 Service, een 7 .

CT.hese‘estimated proportions may be unreliable due to small N's

4

.
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We found hbwever, that those }egular participants who had no occﬁbation

in mind when entering WIN were only slightly less likely to be working

in the occupation for which they were trained, whereas the vouchered '
participants who had no partlcular occupation in mind were consuderaJ:;E’/‘T~‘&N\
-

less‘lnkel! to be doing so.’ 1t is quite possible that those regular

WIN participants’who had-no trﬁnnung occupation in mind were pressured L

by their WIN counselors to think carefully about their |nterests,

talents, and abllrtles and to decide onsan occupation which they would

like to work in following training. While self-assessment counseling

was available to the voucher clients who did not know what training

they were lnterested in nor what best suit€d their talents and aSillties,

it was only an Optiqn and not 3 requirement. N °t
. Ve found that those voucher participants who“used the self—

agsessment counsellng were in fact more likely td have worked |n their .

training occupation than those who did not. This difference in WIN

staff intervention may have had the effect of causing vouchered clients

. wizh no occUpatnon |n m|nd to select one in a less-than- thoughtful

mann and to select an occupatlon which they were unllkely to work in

following training. tt is also, possuble that the WIN staff placed
regular partncnpants in jobs more often than vouchered participants.

It is lnterestnng to note that for thosej;Oucher clients whose
trainingjoccypa;ion was at a lower level than the occupation théy )
originally had in mind when entering WIN it was almost guaranteed that
they would not work in their training occupation following training. '
hér regular WiN participant;. a higheF‘levef.training Occudatiop than
occupation in mind when entering WiN proddhed a sImilar effect. One
can speculate- that this é;ifferenqe ig due, at.least in part, to differ-
ences in the expectations of vouchered and regular clients. Voucher
clients begause they were part of ‘an ''experimental' pfogram might have .
had higher expectations than ;egular participants’. If”is noteat all
unreasonable for them to be dlsapp0|nggd that thelr tralnnng occupatlon
was not what they originally planned and that |t was’ «in fact % less
prestlgnous occupatnon.’ Regular NIN participants with higher level
trainihg occupation than- they antncupated may have felt less.confldent
when left on the|r own®and therefore less likety to bé@workgng in the

occupation for whlch they were tranned
. . -,

e

[eN
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Summary of Findings Re}ated to Wotking . . -
. in One's Training Occupation ’

Fi fty-five percent of the voucher and 66 percent of the ‘regular

-
clients wh’worke\d during the first three months after training, worked ,
~ ln the occupatuon for which they were trained. = ! et
Regres‘sqon estimates of the net assotiation. of, various factors Y |
, with working in their training 0ccupat|on“ lndacated’ that it was .not .
equally d‘istributed among ail clients but varied among /respondents with
different sr)ciodémographi,c charaeteristics, training occupation and
cbmpletion rates. The variables, relationship between training occypa- " .
“tion and occupation in mind when ehtering WIN, training occupation,
and satisfaction with training each had an important independent effect -
' .On the extent to which one werked in one's training occupation. Q)ften
varlous factors assocnated with working in one's training occupation ’
_were “different depending on whether an individual was in the voucher or

‘ A

regular system. .

Following are two summary tables (Tables 83A and 838) Wthh

o display the variables in the order of thelreffect on workung in one's
tra|n|ng occupation, controllang for all the variables |n the re9res$|on
. model, and a third Table 83(: thCh showaw the effects of vouchemng 1
«=¥ithih subgroups. . N~ 4 ’
or vouchered mdnvnduals, the relatlonshnp between tr?nnlhg N
occupation and the occupation one had in mind when entering WIN had
the greatest' influence on working in one's training occupation. Where-
as 16 percent of the voucher clients with lower training Yoccupations
than ocgypations in minfi when entering WAN were likely to be working
4. in the occupation for which they prepared, not surprisingly 63 percent
oﬁ those whose training occupation and occupatlon in ¥

A

- o vere worknng in that occupation., Sex and program stat

hind.were the same -
[y
had Iess impact
. on whether a cl)ent was worknng in his or her training occupatuon than
* did training occupatlon, age, educatuon, and tramtng status. -
‘
For regular respondents, the relationship between training S
. Y . . .
occupation and occupation”‘ln mind when entering WIN had the greatest 1
.
e lnfluence on,working rn one's training occupatlon. XFamily size had

- less nmpact than it drd for voucheT clients, whlle sex an? program

. dtatus, sal;isfactlon wn.‘?l tralmnqg and training status had more effect, .
4 A A
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g TaBte 83a | o o .
t . v
. "ESTIMATEQ NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS !
* WORKING IN THEIR TRA_INlNG OCCUPATION DURlN(} '
THE F|55T THREE MONTHS» FOLLOWING TRAINING® ° ..
AN
a2l -~
~ = = ®,. .
’ . N . Voucher ‘
~ ‘ -
~N % n) RN T
¢ - " . ¢ !
‘Relationship Between Training Occupation N < ’
and OcBupation in Mind When Entering WIN - .
Tralning occupation and occupation oo : -
in Mind SAMe. ., .vvereessnnaransnssons ciees 63 (34) ™ .
. Training occupation higher...........o.vut, 53 ° (3) '
Traimng occupatlon lower....u.ue .. 16" (4) - .
" No occupationsin mind- d-when entering NIN . bs (10) Y
Training Occupation » : > i . .
_ Profes§ional, technical, admumstratlve .31 (4) ~ «
- Clerical. . vvriecoraes wegresenendieiiiiene, 51 ; (26)
Blue COMIar. vuverersoenenens P .. 68 (129 ° '
Service. . .oviuens cereetrianeas feeseoieneas 60 9) - - .
AR ) .
. Age T : .
18-29-years..... s+ G rretiieieeeiireciaees Ly (32) -«
~ 30 years or mOre........« e Y S L .(.19) L
* Education . J L .0
s, Less than 12 years ........ N . 59 < (9) .
S Wyears.icii e, e ceviaen 157 (35) . h
" More than 12’ years....' ............. Teeiese. 37 (7 . ,
.Completion Status ¢ ’ . ’ ) -
Completed....vvveeninnnenss Ceenns P 60" (35) -
, DrOPPEd. s ieveeevonesossossossonsnnnse I', ..... ©ohy ( 16) : 3
, Sex/Program Status : ‘e e ® .
Male,.vievverannns veeedmiesne verieesatl 56 (14) ‘
Mandatory female....e.oveeune RN P Y (9) v o
* Volunteer femalec........ s teereieees. 56 27
-7 @appendix F, Table F-U4 presents the full regression S e
‘ sesults for youcher and regular recipients,
": . R - > ' N A\ ‘o
SR g ’ - b -
.,. . ;% . L) l 'j -
S e R e - -
* ) . ) r 3 e ‘ -(
. . . " ’ , T .
- .%.'h . .
r b ’ N i ,\\7} “ 2 -0
o -~ . «
oo . ‘. 1\3 O,
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. . : . . TABLE 838 \ N .
a - . , , ’, -
. ! ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF REGULAR RESPONDENTS | ..
WORKING- IN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION DURlNQ Y . . ‘1,”’
. . THE FIRST THREE MONTHS® FOLLOWING TRAINING® * =
St . X . - " .
4 ’ - . -
. Regular ,
* “%I ’ ’ : o * ’ -
-~ . R
. R T ” " g . -
' Relationshi Between Training Occupation =+ ¢ . . .
e T and Océupation in Mind When Enterind WIN “ T
- Training occupation and occupation ’
-, in mind same. 72 (L6)
e . Training oScupation higher.....ooveeesssdss Y3k (9) = . b
. N Training occupation lower,... ' 69 (6) .,
. Ng occupation in mind \d whep. en&rung WI'N..... 66_- (19) , °
ot Tralnlng Occupation ~ o A o "
v  “Prefessional, techmcal*—adm:mstratlve.... 79 (6) . R
ar ~ \4Clerloal...................................‘ 70 ~ - (L2) ne
T M BIUE COTTAN. eaeerrrnrnetioneiornorosnaenesn, 32 o0 (15) ¢ :, e
4 Serwce.........'................‘........e:._ 64. (17) v -
, ” Gompletmn Status ' .« )

& COMPTECed..auisngeerrriiiinierergiineees 12 (58)@
& DTOPPEdL Ly sennerosenns meoiyesssasssones . 51 (22) . b

. P .. . N v ]
s - Sex/Rrogram Status NI ‘ .
. MAT€rsageeroeobonitocprgensonnsnacsessonens 13 “(13) ¢ .
R . P Mandatofy female.....opevevccnrieioiannions 53 | (20) -7
. . Volunteeh female.,oese.toeeecenreenctoonany 61 . (25) ,
et < Age . - ‘y - ’ '
BT 18-29 YEArS . uiunsesenoonoogrocsseonssnsncas 2 « (40) vetee
e <7, 30 years or MOre. . eieiiiitiniiiraneinenas.” 60 (ko) “
SO _Education . ’. o
< T , - . Less than 12 YEArS.erupeonsshosmooraonssaes 697 (18) s
‘. T Ak 2 L T S LELLTRTLI RRREE 64 (46)
) * More than 12 YBars....eereeeeececscecsensss 67 (16)
J . - ) - _—

- ' aAépend|>x F, Table F‘lhp esents the full regressmn .. -~
Yo results for v0uche: and regular recnptents. -, S, .-

"°' . . [
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INFLUENCES ON THE PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHO WERE WORK!NG
. N THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION FIRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING
» TRAINING AND CHANGES 'DUE TO VOUCHERING® -
(in Percentages)

N . s Estimated Prop?)rtion
' . Work in Their Changes,
- Training Occupation Due to P
= Vouchering
. . Voucher Regular
a 5
¢ AN e et 55 66 -1
Male.. .o ceieun.ne. e ‘ .56 ) }3 -17 " .
Mandatory fgmale........ fetaieeanes LY 53 - =06
Volunteer female........... Ceraens . * 56 \ 61 -05
. .
, Fever than 12 years educatnon ______ 59 69 -10 .
12 years education...... ienperaeen 57 64 -07b
MSre than 12 years educatuon...‘.... 37 67 =30
- . t
18-29 years old.:...... Chrereaeaes . bk 72 ¢ -28 .
30 years or older,....... PR ser. 7h 60 AL .
. Professiorﬁl, ‘technigal, 0 ) .
. administfative training.......... 31 79 . =8 et
. Clerical training..vi.v.vve..s SRR * 51 . 10 . -1 -
Blue collar tralnlng....:.,........‘. 68 52 g +16
Service training..... Ceegeieans «* 60 64 . ~0 ™
Completed trai-ning....}.‘..‘.... ...... - 60 72 2w
v Dropped, training. ..ceevaa —renenaen , b4 51 -07 .
Trainifig occupation and occupation :
in mind when enternng WIN same. . 63 72 -+ =09, -
' Training occupation h i'gher....... 53 34 o T1g
] Training occupatfon Jower.......... 16 69 =5 . »
ol No occupation in mind when - . .
_entéring WIN..v...e..n PP .+ s 66 , 21
Apppendix F, Table Fﬂh presents the qu-regressmn results
- for voucher- and regular reclpnents '
G b“Especlally“ large (underscored) effects of vodﬂﬂﬂ\ng are
* ' those lying outside the -21,and -1 range. B !
W . v ﬁgi -
- é.
, . . : - A .
© . » R XY .
- 7. {‘ R . .
Q . ' . - * ltzz J o
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Vouchering vocational training did effeqt the proportion work-

ing in tfeir training occupation. Relative to their regular counter-

.
parts, it increased the propottion of older respondents, those with

blue collar training occupations, those with small tgmilies, and those

. whose training occupations were at a higher level than the occupatjion

they ortglnally had in. mind when entering WIN who were working in
their trq;nlng occupation some part or all of the fiest..three months
follownng training. . .

+ Vouchering decreased the proportion of respondents with more
than 12 years of education, those between 18 and 29 years of age,

those with professional occupation, and those whose training occupa-

R

tion was lower—than the occupation they originally had in mind,who
worked in their training occupation. ﬁb}'many subgroups, there were
almost no changes iﬁeicating that the method for acquiring occupa-
tional skills had ﬁessvof an influence on working in one's training
occupation than did other factors. Those with fewer §han 12 years of
education, those who completed' their -training, males or volinteer®
females, and those whose training occupation and the occupation they

had in mind when they entered WIN were the sam:, were likely to work

|n their tra|n|ng occupation regardless of whether they were vouchered
or nonv0uchered trainees. Those with 12 years of educatlon, those who !

dropped their training, those with service training occupations, and

w - - - T . -
mandatory females were.less likely to be working in their training

occupation regardless of whether they were in the regular'or voucher -
Ld k2}

WIN system. -
» “ % l/
Reasons Why: Respondents Are Hot Working

in Their Training Occupation Some Part . ,
of The First Firee Months Following . N

The reason g|ven most often by respondents for not working Wn

thenr train;ng occupation somg part of the- first three months follow-
lng training is that they did not complete their vocatno:gl tralnlng v
(Table 84). Fifty-six percent of the voucher participants and 65 per-
cent of the regular respondents gave this as'their reason. . Small -
proportions reported not feeling qualified to work in the occupation

for which they were trained (of those-that completed their training), ™

LI T . 2

- LV a8 Y

rxa s




- - -12- ' 0

¢ N “ ) ¢ -
' not finding jobs in their tratning occupation, fnndlng jobs that offered
them the opportunity to do more interesting work, and jobs which offered
more money, ) .
. ® L ’ . . 41
- . . ¢ 3
« A ‘
TABLE 84
’ : e REASONS RESPONDENTS GAVE FOR NOT WORKING -
' ° IN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION SOME PART ¢ -
. . . N OF THE FIRST THREE MONTHS ’ '
e FOLLOWING TRAINING .
- y ~ (Percent Mentioning)?
“1tems Mentioned - Voucher Regular ~, '
t »
. e « 4 -t ) N - b i
o Did not complete the training.:....... 56 . 65 -
’ . Not enough work experi®ice............ ., .- - 20 ~—
.- Not qualified (completed training).... 13 ~ . 10 . .
", No jobs in training occupation........ 13 - 5 .
GOt a better job.....iverviimuieiansen 6 5 .
Health, personal reasonS.........e.e.. - - 10 .
GOt MOFe MONEY . vuvervurrenneneneeennss 13 2 10 |
Other. .. i veeeiienininieiinseieennns 137 10. ; .
- - .- ) -
Q) - (8 (20 .
= J " - <
" 3Multiple responses permited. R ///L
. . ..
. . N . ~v Y -~ ‘:

There Seems to be only very slight differefices in the reasons
given by vouc?ef ?n& reqular respgpdents. With thelexception of
personél redsons given by 20 peréent of thos regulars who are working
but not in their tra;ning occupation, and not enough experlence given :
by 10 percent of those regulars who are working bot not in their train-

ing occupation, “the proportion and reasons given by the two groups are

. 2

nearly |dentical ‘ :

N . . . <

. . C. Earnings First Three Months Following Training

. ‘
.

SR

Major Hypothesis and Related Findihgs ¢

It will,be recalled that there was no 5|gn|f|cant difference ¢
in the proportion of vouchered and nonvouche red wIN clients in thé labor

forfe during the first three mon ths following training, nor was there a’
. -~ . S ) e

O i : S
ERIC Law %o o
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cant.

" 10 weeks longer than regular institutional training.

" mine high and Yol earnings.

between proportions.

W\
.

126~ .

significant dlfference tn‘thq proportian wo klng in the occupatlons

1
for which they were tfalnedg‘ We .how propos a third nul|~hypotheS|s
related to employment ‘behaViEF ,‘ ~
v, There will be no sngnnfncant dufference
in the earning level'! of the vouchered
- and nonvouchered WIN partlc!pants who
were worknng

.
»

The data suggest that whlie a majority of voucher clients

earned $411 a month or more, only one—thlrd of tne regular g}nents did. »

while this is an obvious difference, it is not statistically signifi-
12 . At ’

When we pooled the data to examine the effects Of trainin§
system on earnings (see Appendi% F, Table F:S for results), we found
that the gross difference in nroportioq of clients with high earnings
(sh% of the vouchers and 34% of the regulars) spreads out even more
once minor differences in grodp composi tion were taken into adgount.
We found that the éstiTatgd propbrtiqn of regular participants was

32 percent while the ¢§timated propartion of the vouchered trainees
was 57 percent. Though there was not a significant difference in the
proportion of“voucher and regular WIN participants in the Iabor force,

nor the proportion working in their trdining occupation, lnterestlngly

there was a statnStlcaily signi ficant difference in the proportion with

high earnings. 13 We therefbre can reject our null hypothesns

We know that vouchered institutional tra|n|ng tasted for almost

pants were able to negotlate any length' of training Wlthln 52 weeks,

-while arrangements’ ‘for regular trainees were subject to more restric-

tions., We know alsa that the c?st of vouchered training was higher

1 - » \

~
¢

lIThe mean salary of vouchered respondents was ‘used to deter-
Anyone above the mean $410 a month was
earning a high salary, anyone earning less
a low salary. We.had earnings |nformat|on on only 70 percent of the
voucher and 80 percent of the regular respondents, >

I2A Z test was uséd to test the sngnlfncance of dlfferences
between proportions. |t was not significant at the .05 level,

134 z test was used to test the significance of differences
This finding was significant at the .05 level.

¢

S 144

-

Eon

Vouchered partici-

as considered tq be earaing

4
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than the cost of regyler traiping:4u | f “vouchered respendents can
earn higher wages, !5 which should have an effect on their AFDC Status

a judgement wil'l have to be made as to whether the conventlonal WIN
provisions should be revnsed Polncy -makers who look to cost- ‘benefit
calculation; to evaluate the qsefulness of program innovations may
wish to balance the higher coég; oﬁ vouchered training against earnings
considerations and their effegts”en AFDC status. ‘

- [

Factors That Appedr to Influence Whether
Voucher and Regular Clients were Earning .
High Wages Similarly (Voucherlng D|d Not
Make 3 Difference) ~

Age. --Age had almosttno ‘impact on earnings. Younger recipients

Low

were just sllghtly more likely to earn hlgh salaries than were oﬂder

respondents (Table 85). . .

.

TABLE 85° N
N &
THE INFLUENCE ‘OF AGE ON EARNINGS FIRST
THREE MONTHS FOULOWING TRAINING® .
(11 Perckntages) »
3 »
7 - )
N N ' Estimated Proportion .
i . i Earning High Wages K
) Voucher Regglar
O ¥
All e L L. P I 54 34 .
A8-29 yelrs . . . 4 .. .. .. 5% 3
30 years OF MOF€. « & &« « « o « .. 52 33
3 * \) ’

aAppendix F, Table F-5 presents the full regression
* results for voucher and regular recipients.

»

Il‘For more QEXails see, Richardson, A.. Vouchered Skill Training
in WIN: Program Guidelines and Selected Empirical Findings, Washington,
D.C.: Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., February, 1977.

-

ISIt will, be reca}led that the voucher rec:plents received their
|nsc|tutional training approxlmately one year .after the regular WIN
partncnpants Their higher earnings maysin part be due to the infldtion
that occurred in that one year.' .

L




-128-

\ ’

4
Education,.-~The more educated respondents were, the less chance‘

of their €arning a high wage (Figure 6). " We found this to be true
regardless of whether respondents were in the vouchered or nonvouchered
syst‘em. ThIS suggests that more educatngn |s not a guarantee of h|gh
earnings and that less education with a marketable skill may actually
produce the best chance of earning high wages For more than specula-

tion, this would require a comparison with pé'ﬁ-ple who had no addlthnal

occupational training. .

FTGURE 6

Y

. ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLLENTS WHO EARNED
‘A H)LGH SALARY FIRST THREE MONTHS AFTER TRAINING

<

- Voucher
Regular

Percent Who
Earned A
High Salary

'y

S

4
Less Than ) . More Than:
12 Years 12 Years ' 12 Years ’

Education®

ERI!

JAruitoxt provided by ERIC
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Factors That Appear to Influence Whether
Voucher and Reqular Clients Were Earning
High Wages Dafferently (Voucherang Did
Make a Difference)’

g Sex and Program Status.--Males in the voucher systew were con-

siderably more likely than males in the cdnveytional system to have

earned'high wages. Regular mandatory females Qere as likely as mandatory
fema'l es in~the voucher system to have had high earnings, Females particid
pating in WIN voluntarily were least likely to ear; high wages regardless
of whether tﬁfy were in the vouchéred or nonvqucherea system (ngép 86).

° e

TABLE 86 , .

v 3 ‘
THE INFLUENCE OF SEX AND PROGRAM STATUS ON EARNINGS
‘ FlRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAINI NG
P (in Percentages) .

* Estimated Proportion

Earning High Wages

Voucher Regular.

ALV . o 7 et e e e e 5k 34

PO ‘ -
Male . . 7 oL L 84 38
+ Mandatory ﬁemale e e e e . 52 b?
Volunteer female. . . . . e e 37 21

dAppendix F, Table F-5 presents the full regressnon
results for voucher and regular recipients.

-

Completion Status.~-While Tompletion status had‘a]most no cffect

on the earnings of regular WiN participants it had a consnderable effect
on ;hat of the vouchered partncupants (Table 87) _As expected, those
youchered clients who completed their training were considerably more
likely" to earn 8 high galary during the first three{'months ﬁollowung
training than those who dropped their {raunung . ‘e
0ccugat|on.-—There,were %o vouchered respondents whose ea nings
we knew who we;e’working in p;ofessional occupations the first three
months after training (Table 88). Those vouchered respondents workin
in clerical and blue coltar jobs were more Iakely to be earnjng a‘high’
wage than those working in service occupations. Those that were tralned

in the regular WINesystem were tess likely to be/earnlng high wages if -

B

1
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THE |NFLUENCE OF COMPLETION STATUS ON EARNINGS
THE FIRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING °
B ’ INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING?
(In Percentages)

<
‘Estlmated Proportion
Earnlng High Salary

< . Voucher /Regu‘l ar

Al . oo e e 54 (“\\\;> 34
o * Completed training. . . . . . . . .'. 66 33 .
Dropped training, . . . . e e e e 36 35 '

aAppendtx F, Table F-5 presents the full regressnon
results for voucher and regular recipients.

. TABLE 88 ' -)

THE INFLUENCE OF TYPE OF 'JOB ON EARNINGS -
IN THE-FIRST THREE MONTHS
FOLLOWING TRAINING®
\ (In Percentages)

Estimated Proportion” ..

. ' With High Earnings
N Voucher Regular -
All o o o . . G e e e e e e e Sh— . 34 ,
’ - ‘— -
Professional, technical, - ' — .
administrative. . . . . C s e e e e -b 59
Clerical. . . . . . 60 53
3 . BlyeCollar . . . ."°v v v v v v o & . -oh L
SETVICE « ¢« v 4 v v o o e e e s . e} 39 \: :
\ LY S
. . aAppendix F, Table F~5 presents the_‘filli,,regresr‘sion .
. ' results for voucher and refular recipients. -

bEarnings data not available.

O~ . ’ ‘ ) . . 'y‘ .
EMC PR v, - 14\) N - )
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& they worked at blue collar jobs as well as servnce JObS. unchering
had a positive effect on those with blue collar occupatnons, increas-
ing the probability of earning high wages considerably. Regular respon-
dents in white cqllar occupations were more likely to be ea_ining high *
wages than those in blue collar and service occupatlons

Training Occupation and First Job. —-lt has been a long standmg
concern as ,t/o whether vocational.training has ,any effect on earm(

and, as a result, welfare dependency. Though this phase of the longitu- s

dinal study does not address the issue of welfare dependency,- it does

examine the short term effects of training on earmngs. Ne’found.fhat

foﬁcuchered respondents, working ¥n .the occupation ‘for whrch they -
recenved training did increase the likelihood of their earmng high .
wages. Those working in JObS with a:stdtus lower than thelr training
OCCUpatIOn were considerably less likely to be edrning at®a hlgh rate -
(Table 89). dhis indicates that for voucher cllents, tralnlng had a
posifive influence on earhings. ‘ *

£y

. ’ The findings for regular &lients were rather e’rrati§. Tho( .
N whose first job was Jower in status than their training occupation yere
considerably mpre likely to'be earning a high \.valge. Those with jobs at -

a higher status or at the same status as the_i'r' trginir:rg occzpation were

K slightly less itkely than the grpup as a whole,ﬁto be earning high wages.

- L
g ‘.
* . ) l. L] ¢

¢ -4 . © ' .
AABLE 89, LY a%“vf’u 4 «:(f o .

] ] ve " ’;/;

.

. THE INFLUENCE OF RE’LATIONSI'HP BEWEEN TRATRING OCCUIéA'TH)N“"‘”‘ o
' . AND occuPATlon IN MIND WHEN ENTERING WLN ON_EARNINGS L2 )
N THE FIRST JOB FOLLOWING TRAINING® . . LAt Tl
- «(ln Percentages) L. te- . . \
* A Q 0 - - .
Lt " } d . ‘ Estimated Prop9rt<?‘on 7
Lo o With High Earpings !
— 4 - Lz
. . o |
. " - , { , Voucher Regulag 7
T B | T I TU T i3 Ce
. f_\tJiijring occupatior and i - o7 . -
e fiPst job, same . . . + & v o+ . 5 5} “31; . -
First job higher in status. e e e e 53 . 28, . ! ”
" First job lower in statbs . .-. . . . _ 36 . 64 A y 2
e 3appendix F, Table F-5 presents the full regre55|0n * S S .
.resul ts for youcher and regular. recipients, e '-'__i“
- . . " ) ‘- ) - . .‘:.‘ »
ERIC SRR ST
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Summary of Findings Related to Earnings

+ Fifty=-four pércent of the voucher und 34 percent Qf the regular
clients who worked durnng the fnrst three months after training, earned
+ a high wage, iy e
. Regression estimates of the net _association of various factors ) .
with earning high wages indicated that it was not equafly distfibuted
among all clients bt varigd among responden?s with different socio-
demographic characteristics, and was related to training completnon [}
and occupations. Education, JOb and sex each had an Important effect, .
. on the extent to which one earned a high. wage. Often various factors‘ '
. , associated with high earnings were different depending on whether an

- '

individual was jn the voucher or regular system. Often these facters
* " were the same. ’ ' -
Following ard two summary, tables (Tables 904 and 90B) which
display thé variables in the order of their effect on .earnings, con- - .
_trolling for all the variables in Ahe regression model, and a third | .
Table 90C.which shows the effects of vouchering for subgroups.

- ¢ < For vouchéred trainees, age had less impact on whether?a
) P . client earned a high wage than did educatibn, sex and program status ° <E
and whether they completed or dropped their train}ng. Education haﬁ/,_
the greatest negative influence on edrnings. Whereas 20 percent of
those with more than 12 years of education were earning high wages, 91
percent of those with less than 12 years qf education were doing as ) «

° well. ' ‘ ) . o
For regular responﬂents, the partlcular JOb they were worklhg Lo
in had the greatest influence on their eafnings. Educatlon had&ﬂ’?s -
of an |mpact than it di® for voucher clients. . ! -
' Voucherlng vocational ,training-did affect the proportlon of N
respondents earn|ng a high wage. As a group, the voucher recipients : ;
earned at hlgher rates than the regular resppndents |n our survey. -

Relative to their regular counterparts) vouchering increased the pro-

portnon of men, those with fewer than[ﬁz years of education, those wnth ' R
blue collar'and service occupat|ons, and those who completed their'® ‘.'
trainlng, who earned a high wage. Vouthering decreased the earnlngs of .
only those whose first job was lower in status than their trannnng . .

occupat ion. .

O ’ - ) . : ,\
B ) e A ’ ’
- . ’.vf/l‘i )
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.
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TABLE 90A N -,
ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS
WITH HIGH EARNINGS® DURING THE FIEST
THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAINING

- v - Voucher

1 : . ‘% (N)
Education "' w. )

Less than 12 years...... e ieerenreenoanen -t 9l (4)
‘ 12 years..... e reiiaeaeeiieneeaeteneaees 54 (27)
~- . More than 12 years..... L N 20 ()

.~  male...... et aeeeaaes e 8 (10)

Mandatory. female....oovivennnvnoossoeens vee 52 (8)
«Volunteer females..ovvueererenennees Ceeeens 37 L(17)
. . ) o .
Completion of Training
. Completed s eeeesseroeeocsconsonsu SR . 66 (21)
¢ © Dropped...oiiceiiiniiiienns eeesesnens fee. 36 (14)
First Joh
N Professikonal, technical, administrative.... - . ()
. Clerjcal......... R heeeeicesceaaen 60 an
Blue collar....coveevunnns reeeiesecrenerens 64 (7)
= Service. tusuiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiyaens 39 ()
. Relationship Between First Job
’ . and Training Occupation °}
, S P 57 (21)
. _First job higher status.......... feenenons 53 1)
First job lower status................ <.... 36 (3)
N Age
18-28 years.... veeieermecocanns esecsseses 55 (20)
w 30 years Or mofee...ceeeeincenenss ceeeaeas 52 (15)

-
>

7
B 3Includes .only wages earned workung full-time (35
hours or more a week)l‘"durlng the' fnrst,fﬁ“ree months fo'llow-
ing training. High earnings equals $L4IT.00 or more a 'month.
l"Appendix F, Table F-5 presents the full regressuon
- results for voucher and regular recipients, .

* ®Earnings data.not available.
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TABLE 908

L

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF REGULAR RESF:‘ONDENTS

. WITH HIGH EARN|NG§a DURING THE FIRST -
THREE MONTHS FOLLOWIRG TRAINING
- w
, ° Regular *
% (N)

First Job 4
Profession¥l, technical, administrative.... 59 (5)
Clerichl e veernernnnnes i ieaeaaes 53 (34)
Bluescollar.,...... A ieitersrcerceresascnnn N ()

S EIVICE. v evvtioentoresoseroscssioossonnocas L (15)

Relationship Between First Job*

and Training O¢cupation . A ‘

S AME e« e oo rseroseostocssonenasassossssasans 31 (41)
First job higher statuSu........... " SR 28 (16)
First job lower status...,..... heves e 64 (8)
‘Education 7 ' ’ ,
Less than 12 YearS..eeeeeivoeeorovsassvooes 45 (12)
12 YearS.e.eeeveroenssns feeetecsserasansnens 37 (40) .
More than 12 Ylars...veeieeveieeeieonnneees b4 L (13)
h . - o

Sex/Program Status , 7 . . ¢
Male..oereivnrneooonnnneanny e s aeessantasann 38'~ (13
Mandatory female............ venaes AP 49 (15) °
Volunteer female.,....cieoevveeenes rieees Lo 21 (20) ..

Completion of Tr;inim v
Completed,........ e teecereieeaneieeiaes 33 (L)

T T R R R R R TR 35 (21) .
. . -

Age
18-29"years.......... PP 34 (35) *
30 years o} MOFE. oot oveons S N 33 (30) .

4ludes only wages earned working full-time (35
Hours -or more a week) during the first three months follow- =
ing training. High earnings equals $41).00 or morg a /mgnth.
. bAppendix F, Table F-5 presents the full regression '
results for voucher and regular recipients.
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’ / TABLE 90C . 4
|NFU-@ ON THE PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WITH HIGH EARNINGS ° ®
UR NG THEIR FIRST THREE-MONTHS FOLLOWI NG TRAlNING
AN,Q_EQNGES DUE TO VOUCHERING?®’
~{in Peréentages) -
= k) e o
- Estimated Proportion .
N . . Changes -
o , With High Earnings Due to
‘s « Voucher Regular Vouchering
- ! e
I RN A AN 54 L +20
Male .. o vueneienornnerroioaiennns 84 38 :_l&_6_b *
Mandatory female...nveeeeveeeoeenns 52 L9 +03 RN
Volunteer female............ e .~ °37 21 +16 ° =
T . - :
Fewer than I2 years education......’” _, .91 . 4s +46 3
12 years education......eouuennnn.s , 54 37 1 YT
More than 12 years education. ;.. 20 14 : +06, ..
18-29 years LY U 55 34 +21
30 years or older...ov.eienensenens 52. 33 . +19
Professional, technical, . B
“administrative job....... e ienaee -¢ 59 -¢ .
Clerical job.......... e » 60 53 +07 )
Blue collar job....geeereennnnn. RS G 1) L +60 ,
Service Job...e,ceeeecinansenarones 39: . b +36 -
) kd o k4
Completed training...c.... Weraeaeee 66 L33 W 33
Dropped trainimg...c..ooevuuneeennas 367, 35 +01
Training occupauon and first R < : ) -
job same. ... ieeieiniieiieiien »~ .57 3 - +26
Pirst job higher in Status......... . 53 28 +25
First job Iower in Status.....eeune : 36 e v -28
- Appendlx F, Table F-5 presents the full regresslon results
for vouchet™and regular recipients. . . .

v -

:9 >
b“Es’pieciaHy" large (underscored) effects of vouchering are

those lying outside the +10 eng,.+30" range,

= T
Cgarnings data not, available. ¢
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Another way to evaluate these fkndlngs in the context of assess-
ment of the value of' vouchering tramlng in WIN is to put employment
and earmngs data-together. 1t ma_y be, for examp,le, that although
vouchered b{lue collar wbrkers egrned at noticeably highé‘r rates than

did their regular counterparts, at relatively few voucher clients

tréined for or entered blue, collgr work. | f that were, the case, the

relatively higher earnings of wducher clients would not have much
impact on WIN's ov_erall ability to h‘elp people to achieve‘econon.lic
self-sufficiency. Put another-way, suppose voucher clients were espe-
cuavlly (relatively) Ilke)y tg be attract#d to clerlcal work, and that

the relatnve ear’nmgs rates of clemcal workems were éspecnally low,

In that case, wlN's objective of enablmg the reduction of AFDC depen-

dencywould not be achieved (or would less- often be achieved thar it
is in the regular program) . o
fAs it happens, the oc\upatlonal group which grew moét with

vouchering (blue collar, Table 91), was that which also experienced the

‘greatqgt relative increases in earninys. (Table 93); apd wilile, earnings

of cleucal workers did not keep pace with the ovqral.l Voucher- regular

) |ncre*ase (+7% versus +20% wnt:h "high earm,ngs"), nei ther.did clerical

work attract, vout:her cller:t} s often as it d|d regular, clients, (either
‘o

in traimng occupatlon or. ln\f JOb) .y Thus, the occupation and
earnings data combine. to suggest an ddltnonal advantage to WIN in thé
accomplishiment of one of its pr“ogramm tac goals.,

; - . TABLE 9

TRAINENG OCCUPATIONS SELECTED, BY VOUCHER AND .REGUL'AR.RESPONDENTSaZ/
(10 Percentage Points of Difference)

o

~ . o .
+ Training QOccupations .

Py

.

Professional, techmoe), administrative...o.vicecees .
Clerltal............................,..4..‘.., -8

Blue cOllar., fveveerenannsns ,/ < *9

Servnce.....\............'........'........‘.. -5
. T ~ [ .

. ”‘, aFo; additional data see-Bruce B. Dunning, Occupational
Choices- and Vocattonal Schoo! Sélections: ‘ Experiences with the

_Portland WIN Voucher- Trdining Prdgram (Washington, D.C.: 8ureau of

LRIS

R

Sotjal Science Research, Inc., Dgcepber 1976), page 98+ ' .

Voucher - :Regular «

..



& S -137- .
. : . \ v -
o . TABLE 92
/ . FIRST OCCUPATION OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR RESPONDENTSa ¢
) (In Percentage Points of Difference) e
) Flrst-Occupation Voucher - Regular
Professional, technical, administrative............. -4
. Clericalieee e ivaeaceecseescosioscaorosaneascaracssses -3 .
L Blue t6llar. . .iveiiineennninnn e veeenen +55
! SEIVICE. e erecevsssnsocoorsosscstonsacsnsd e ececeaeenes A +2

°

®or additional data see Chapter 1V .page f55 of Dunning, cited

above. .
r - L]
—— - }
r 4 .~ TABLE D3,
. y : \ -
. L
IS ESTlMATED PROPORTI ON.OF VOUCHERNQNQ'RE.GUU\R RESPONDENTS “ ’
JWITH HIGH EAR NGS® .
« - - (In Percentage Points of Difference) ¢
C o First Occupatjon - Voucher - Regular~ , - .
. All respondepts......oeiesens eepesened ).l ........... +20 . )
S - . .
I qufesz oéal(:t:‘M ad?nmstr tivelooaos Nowrooe NAY
‘- Clerical. ..., ™. ... bicn oo ld foviiins L +07+f : /
Blue collar..!veeaueernnnns e bt e £ +60 .
Servic@.ceeeeeeasonnns FRRTRIN peeeeseneneccaasnans . +35
. : ] < ' ‘ T
For_additiohal data’see Chapter {V page 14k of Dunning), cited
. above. y 7 ‘ 5 AN oo Lo
'\ os . ‘ * : . “ .
\ . o \ . ) \/
' . D._Job Satisfaction First Three®Honth’ 4 ‘ ;
’ . l “Following Training °, ' ?
- S - . ° s . . ¢
Major Hypothes1s and Related Findings Vo .

) ' R ‘Lllé there’ was no sngnlflcant dlfference in the proportion of
vouc d and nonvouchered WIN clients ‘ln the labor forcg, or working
|n the dccupatmn for which they were trained, we found a dlfference
“in the wage level of véudhered and nonvouchered pal"thIpantS Ne now
propose th\ Jast of our null hypotheses related ’to the employment

behavior of our reSpqndents duringthe “first three months after, thelr

3 ° P

institutional tralnlrﬁg R .
LR - . ? 4 .
O - . . , . - e
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There will be no significant difference - .

- in the proportion of vouchered and non-
vouchergd *WIN participants who are satis-

' fied with their first—job. .
@ents were satis-

fied with their first jobs regardless, of whether they were voucher or

The data suggest that a majority of the res

v

regular-clients,

likely to be satisfMed (70% of the voucher, 62% of the regular).

However, the voucher participants were slightly more
This
'6"1\

-
difference in preportion satisfied is not statistically significant,
When we pooled the data to examine the effects of training

. 2
system on job staisfaction (see Appendix F, Table F-6 for results), we

.. A5 v . L3
found that the gross difference in proportion of clients satisfied with

thel r JObS (62% of the regulars and 70% of the vouchers) dlsappeared
once dlfferences in group composntnon were taken into account.. We .

found that ‘the estimated proportion of regu{ar part;,ncdparrts and voucher

participants was 65 percent. We thereforg cannot reject our null

hypothesis, *

v .
We will again look at' particula‘r subgroups of ‘WiNparticipants ..i

to ascertain whefher any tend to be more successful in gne or the other

M

11
4}3 system, Does VYoucherjng ppsuuvery ?ffect the sansfact«on rate of

. certann Subgroups and negatlvely affect others” Are there certam sub="

groups whose job sansfactlon rates are unchanged by vouchernng"

The

section below will examine subgroups unchanged by vouchering, subgroups
.

who react similarly regardless of sys\tem
. .', N

Factors That Appear to Influence the Job ‘

Satisfaction Rates of Voucher and Regular ~

Clients SimiJarly {Vouchering Did Not . . .

Make a Difference ) L

crN
Age . --Those respondents _between the ages of 18 and 29 were

P ‘ -,
. ”

somewhat more likely to be satisfied with their jobs than respondents

-~ P R » .
30 years.of age or older.” We found this to be the case regardless of

. whether respondents were in the voucher or coaventional WIN system
o

(Table 94) . -

<

b5
’6A Z 'tast was used,- to test'the significance of dnfferences

s
between proportions. |¢t. was not 5|gn|f|cant at the .05 level,
«:ﬁvt

R"’ ' y I

.
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THE INFLUENCE OF AGE ON JQB SATISFACTION
FIRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAINING
(In Percentages)

" Estimated Propogtion Satisfied
With Their Job

P

Voucher , Regular * -

A o s 70 ) o

18-29 years . . .« 4 . . . . . .74
© 30 years or more. . . . o . . “63 60

.

aAppendix F, Table*F-6 presents the full regression_
results for -voucher and regular recipients.

#

i. * :
Complet|on Status,.-~Completion status did not have much |mpact
on whether vouchered part|C|pants were sat|sf|ed or dlssatxsf|ed with

-

A;thelr Jdbsn It had a great deal more :nfluence«on the Job saSnsﬁ%ct|bn .
of regular partlcipants We did find howkver that, regardless of .
system, Eﬁose who completed their training were Iess satisfied with
their jobs than those who did not (Table 95). 1t is very possible that

» those respondents who dbmpleted their training had higher job exgecta-
tions than’ those who Ieft before finishing, and were therefore more
easlly dnsapp0|nted . N

L4
\ )

’
. TABLE 95.

THE INFLUENCE OF COMPLETIQN STATUS ON JOB SATISFACTION
FIRST THREE MONT@S FOLLOWI NG TRAINING
(In Percentages)

. = Estimated Proportion Satisfied
With Their Job

Voucher— ‘Regular

TAN e e e . " 70

‘Completed training. . . . ..  69°%
Dropped training. . . ... . . A

— 7
3appendix F, Table F-6 presents the full regression
results for regular ‘and vouchér recipients. °~ = ~- °

A §5 17 o

e P - .
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Factors That Appear to Influence the Job . « . .
Satisfaction Rates of Voucher and Reqular ‘ )
Clients Di fferently {Vouchering Did Make : :
a Difference) - . .o A
, Sex and Program Status.--Males in both systems were the least T
. satisfied with thegir jobs of all the WIN participants (Figure 7). i
Those in the regular syssem were considerably less satisfied than any ' <«
other suybgrodp regardless of system. Voucher mandatary females were
the most satisfied with their jobs JEall WIN participant;. The vol-
. N L]
> unteer females however, reacted differently depending on whether they .
were vouchered or nc.Jnvquchered WIN participants. Voucher females vol-
untarily in the WIN progriam were slightly less. likely to be satisfied
witﬁ,bffeir job than the overall vo_\.ucher group, and slightly less likely
” A ; -
to be satisfied than the regular volunteer femaleg as WQM
e § ’ . . 1
, o . FIGURE 7 !
- . )
ESTILMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS WHO
/WERE SAT'ISFIED WI'TH;THEIR JOB, BY SEX AND PROGRAM STATUS N
- , o0 T .
R A o - Voucher
R ' 90» i Regular
80 1 )
P:arcent} - 70 el
Satisfle . I
« WIth Job 60
.o ’ 50 T
. 40 +
13 .
, 30 1
) T20 ¢
- ! 10 %
Yoo .0 ko
. ‘ v Mandatory "Woldnteer, -
T 4 . Female -Female -
r -
\ -
- Sex*And Prpgr‘ Status - ‘
. . o . e
ol 3‘” ] nl 34 . .
. o 7 A ,._ ./
154 :
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First Job.--As one’would expect, the type of job an individual
< has, has a considerable influence on the probability of their being
L] .

* s?tisfied with that job. Those in the voucher system whose first job

after training was clerical were consid@rably less satisfied with their
’ work than the vouchered people as a broup or any other subgroup of
,voucher individuals. Interestinglys the WIN staff encourage'the par-
ticipants in the WIN program to choose training in clerical occupations
more often than in any otuher field. T wi th, service, blue cqllar
and professional jobs appeare ¢ largely\satisfied with their work.
In the regular-system, those with ;ervice az professional jobs were

less satisfied than those working at clerical or blue collar jobs

(Figure '8) ’ A
, ) . FTGURE 8
‘ e
b . ESTIMATEO PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS—
.. ‘:( - } WHO WERE SATISFIED WITH THEIR JOB BY FIRST JoB
R . . .
. ’:g“sg, - .. .|00 -
- Tt A .".90‘ 1 /f- Voucher
4L ‘t - y N
. © e80. 4 ;
70 T
60 o .
Percent 50 T
Satisfied * .
- " Pd L{Q. T 1 *
~ . 7/ - |
v ) ) 30 + .
) .20t
’ 10 1
0 .
) ) Professional, Clerical Blue Collar  Service )
. . Technncal - . . ‘
. . Adm!mstratwe = )
PR : oo 2 .. First Job -— ‘ .
4 \ . . ‘. R . - ¢ .
' EnD ) .
: N . N - . £ .
o ' ° . - . . -
ERI! S Lou- . '
. % — ™ v i
‘ i . - - Y
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Wages.--Wages had less impact-than might be expected.on the

job satlsfactlon of voucher and regular WIN parth|pants (Tabl 9é)°
Regular re5pondents with hlgh salaries were just slightly more Jnkely
to be satisfied with their JObS than those making low wages. However,

wages had almost no impact on. the satisfaction of voucher clients.
%
- TABLE 96

THE INFLUENCE OF EARN_I N-GS OMN SATISFACTION

WITH FIRST JOB AFTER TRAINING®
{1n Percentages) .

Estimated Proporiion
Satisfied With Job

P Voucher Regutar

L T (B 162

High wagesb e e e e e e e e e e 72 . 6L
wlowwages®. . . ... . . .. ... . 19 v 53 .

* ¥' 1
P

aAppendux F, Tab]e F-6 presents the full regressnon .

]

regults for voucher and regulat recnplents, . §'
:
;

B Hngh As $411 a month or more. } ' L_//{'
o [ .
Clow is less than $411 a month. -

Working in Training Occupation.--For vouchered respondents,

- workfng in their’training occupation had only very slight effects on

. .., job satisfactiop (Table ;97).. “Those who.were working in the occupation:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

*

for which they were_;rained were oH}y S percentage pofnts ﬁore likely
than \those notworking in their training occupation to be satisfied
wirth their }obs. We"oun&' however, that regular respondents working
in their training occupation were less likely than those WOrklng\In ’
- other fields to be satisfied with their jobs. . .

e This is a rather surprlsnng fundlng unless one considers the °

Jggssublllty that the tralnqng»occupatlon mlght not have been.what the’

Ezs

participant in the conventional System wanted and that working in such _

i . . . . - -
.an occupation plght have led to further dissatisfaction. Since voucher
# clients were much more likely to have selected ,their own training
obgupation we would Hot expect this to occur among the voucher recipi~
1 . *

ents. This of tourse is just speculetiog. We are aware that there are

.

N : - o 5
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other variables that could be causing these differences between voucher

and regular reﬁpon&ents. M
. ~ b L c
‘ TABLE 97 .
o THE INFLUENCE OF WORKING IN ONE'S TRAINING OCCUPATLON
° i * ON JOB SATISFACTION?
. ’ *  {in Percentages) .

- All e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 70 62 A

- Ll

Nonklng in tra|n|ng pccupat|on,-. .- 72 58
. Not working in fraining occupation. . . 67 ° n.

, T ! aAppendlx F, Table F-6 presents the full regre55|on
results for voucher and regudar recipients. . -

- )
v

. v }
N
Educatldn --Educat|on had a considerable effect on the%Job .
s,ltisfact;.on of both vouéhered and regula;" WIN partuclpants ,{(Figure 9)} s
The vouchered respondents with fewer than 12 years of education were
arkedly more likely to be satlsfned with thelr job than the more
' e educated partuClpqnts. lnte}estlnglys though educatnon had a consider-
able effect on the job satisfaction of the regular WIN participants,
.- it was opposite .to the»effect it had on vouchered respondents. Those ~ =
most.likely to be satisfied with their job were those with the most

.

, education: Vouchérin§ had a positive effect on the job‘satisfaction
- of the least educated respondents and a negatlveOeffect on the job

sat\sfactuon of the most educated respondents, It should be r\called

that regular respondents were in the job market one year earlier than

the 'voucher respondents and |t ns quute possable that this might

. ) account for the dlfference in satlsfactnon rates.’ ﬁhe job market méy

.. not have beep as tight at that time, and there may not have been as
great an oversupply of educated.individuals “in 1975 as thete were in
1976, . ’ )

9

O

f;
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. . FIGURE 9
» [
ESTIMATED PROPORT!ONSTOF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS
WHO WERE SATISFIED WITH THEIR JOB BY EDUCATION ~

=
[ 3

100

- Voucher ~

90 ]
. egular
80 _ .
L]
70 "
60
I Pergent y
satisfied >0
Lo .
30 -
. .
b 20 .
° 10 .
E BN s ¥ . ¢
0 »
¢ s ¢ .
£ By ! ‘Less Than 12 'vears - More Than
4 12 Years 12 Years
. ) . Education. - g
Summary of Findings Related e J —=
* to Job Satisfaction - ot o R Y -
‘. Seventy ‘percent of the vouchér and 62 percefit of the regular
- clients who worked during the first three months following training
- were satisfied with their jobs. ) )
) . Regression estimates of the net assocnat+on of varleus factbrs
. with job satisfaction indicated that |t was not equally distributed ’
> among all clients but varied ,among iespondents with di fferent socno-’# v
demographic ‘characteristics, jobs, and earting leyels. Sex and program
- status, education and_type of ]ob had an important effect on the Extent
to which one was satisfied with his or her job.h'()ften \{arious actors
. associated with job satisfaction were different depending on whether an

" individual was in the voucher or.regular 'system. often the factors were_

‘the s'am‘e .

:" - ‘ “ - ’ 15J
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Includéd are two summary tables (Tables 98A and 98B)¢whfch 9
display the variables in the order of éheir effect on job satisfaction,
controlling for all the variables in the regression podel, and a‘;hifd;
Table 98C, which shows the effects of vouchering. ' -
For voachered trainees, training status and whether they were
workung in their training occupations or not had less lmpact on whether
they were satlsfned with their jobs than dnﬂ‘what their Jobsrwere,

their sex or legal status. Training Satlsfactuon had the greatest

. influence* on job satisfaction. Whereas only 30 percent of those dis-
'satisfi?d with thelr training were satisfied with their jobs} 76 per- °
cent of those satisfied with their vocational ‘training were &lso satis-
fied with their jobs. | - : .
‘ # For ,regular respondents, education had the grqatest‘influence

.
; on job satisfaction. Satisfaction with trainingshad almest no influence
on job satisfaéiion'for the conventjonal VIN.rfégondentsi
, Vouchernng vocational training did affect the proportion of
respondgnts 9at|9f|ed with their first jobs. Relative to, their regular i
counterparts, it increased Jjob satisfaction ampng men, those with
professional, technical, administrative jobs or service, and those
earning low wages. Vouchering decrdased the job satisfaction of those
witg more than 12 years of education, thosé with clerical or blue .
collar occupations, those not satisfied with their training, those who
dropped their vocational training, volunteer women apd those not work-
ing in their training occupation. For many subgroups there were almost’
no changes, indicating'that the method for acquiring oqcupatloqal
. skills had less of an influence on job satisfaction than other factors.
. Mandatory females, younger respondents, responderts earning high wages
those satisfied w{th the institutional training were more likély than the
average to be satisfied with their jobs regardless of whether théy were
vouchered or nonvouchered traipees. Those with '12 years of education,
thogé over 30, and those who completed their training were less Iikelx
to be Satisfi;d with their jobs, }egaraleséaof whether they were in

the regular or voucher WiN system. e

»

| 1ow o

s
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i TABLE 98A
ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS
SATISFIED WITH ‘THEIR JOB YHE FIRST
THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAINING? . .
" , Youcher
‘ , . % (N)
Training Satisfact%on e *
Satisfied....oiieviinninnans it iiieeeies " 76 . (Lib)
‘Not satisfied........ eeree et eevs 30 (6) ,
First Job # ) .
Professional, .téchnical, administrative, §b (2) ™~
Clerical oo eytorieeeroncsoniosisenusnnaon. Sk . (21) “
Blue collar’......... e tera et 78 *(10) ’ '
Servuce\ ................ et teareeeiteaneen 82 | (I?) . 1
Sex/Program Status y ) . ; if -
Male..... dereeiaes -?fa, ............ 66 . (13) f !
* Yendatoiy female............ e iieicaieeaene 83 (9) . !
Volunteer female.........oovvuuiniviiennns 68 (.28) .
Education ) ’ v ’
Less than 12 Years. ... oe.oeirneieeeronsones 100¢ , ( . ;
T2 Y@aAIS e et rreennuoessrionnninnonataoenss . 63 (35’ A
More than 12 years .......................... 50 °
. A
Age ‘ ) ‘ )
18-29 years.....vevcqeennns e s 74 (31) >
30 years OF MOF€....cocveennrncenoes P 63 (19) 1
Salary X . .
High..... et eeeetiaeettee e retee i 72 (20) ’
LOW+ v v vs e e eeenn 79 (15)
Working in Training Occupation :
Y @S . et anarenitnonociostatiorioansecroneness 72 (27) ~
T YA Fe e eeesssaresssienns s 67 () - :
. Compl-etign Status ' v s
CompleYed. . vv.uveenernerinoooroonsorosnores 69 (34) e
© Droppedl. .. eeinerieieniiiniennt. I B (16) R
: T <
aAppend’ux F, Table F-6 presents the full regressnon L
results for voucher and regular :ecuplents : -
. Babsolute value of estimate is not reliable, (N)
too small but direction is valuable (+ or =),
CAbsolute value of estimate is not reliable but ,
direction is valuable (+ or =). "_/ .
H ,’ s .,
- \a ‘ 5{9 l 6 i ) . g— o "!
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TABLE 988 - .
ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF REGULAR RESRONDENTS .
SATISFIED WITH THEIR JOB THE FIRST ‘ ~
THREE MONTHS FCLLOWING TRAINING® -
- v Regular ’ ' \
) » %N e
‘Education ,
. Less than 12 years............... Cerennns e o Lh an
N ) L - 1Y o= 47 (45)
’ More than 12 years.........,veeviinennnenns 85 « (16) -
, Sex/Program Status -
. Male......... e 2 35 (13)
7. ' Mandatory female................ i rareenae 73 (19)
Volunteer female......ccovivnnnnrvnnonennes 72 (25)
, Eirst Job : .
. Protéssional, technlcal, administrative.... 47 (6)"
. . Clefical..... Nttt e - 64 (35) !/
Blue collar...vuvrrnrnrnerroncorennnnns eee. 84 (12) _
o . Serdice.....e....... Jo).. P 5204 (280 £ s o
o *°  Training Status . '
Completed...............v....‘..‘.....\ ....... 54 (58)
K Dropped....... e tenr e P 84 (20) -
’ worknng in Training Occupatlon ) . . :
=T PN 58 (52)
NO.eperrvnnn. S '.'.' ...... seseeeeeiesenn 7 (26) , e
- . Salary « ’ .
High. .\ evs e Zeaeenns e 64 (22)
LOWe e e s e e 53 (42)
Trainbmg Satisfaction ' )
R Satisfied. . veivererrororrosnonnmmncones ee.. 62 (67) Ce e
s Not satisfied.....viveninircerionnnnnnonnens n (10) *
, ESE : - - > M \ 4
18-29 years.acut o ioqeriiinioen.nn ogreseanes 64 (39)
30 years or more....... ot e r e e .260~ (399 ‘,
~ i ¥ . 2Appendix. F, Jable F-6 present$ the full regressuop
- , results for voucher and regular recipients.®
‘ i 4 . . . -
- \ P . *
Ky -
» ” o /-
. L)
- L 33
. . , 1 b/ . «
o ’ - ’ :
EMC . . ‘o , L i . )
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TABLE 98C .
. P
INFLUENCES ON THE PROPORTION (JF RESPONDENTS WHO WERE SATISFIEQ.N
. WITH THEIR JOB ANTPCHANGES DUE TO VOUCHERING ,
&N\ ¢ 0 (in Percentages) -
Y Estimated Proportion

- F - Satisfied With Changes
’ N Their Job Due to

+— Vouchering
! : Voucher Regular

-

LY I YN e teree e 70 62 +08
MALE . e eusseennneaneannnes U 66 35 +31P
Mandatory female........... Geverranes 83 73 +10
Volunteer female....ivvieeeanrnconcnns 68 72 -04
iy - \
Fewer than 12 years education......... 100¢ iy +66
,12 years education.,.. /2N . ccveern-n 63 47 +16
More thap 12 years edutatiog.......... 50 85 . =35
18-29 years ok, ..... N Ceeeiees 74 T .%o
30 years or older.......... A 63 - 60 . +03
. . . ,
) ProfeSS|onaI, technical, ¢ o \
admc}‘nstratlve job...... e SR A ) 47 .Y
Clerical job........... ‘.‘}' 54 « j 6l ._'.;f -10
Blue collar job ........... S 78 - 84 £ =06
Service job...., . viiiann 82 | 52 +30
Satusf‘ed with training..ce.oeeee.n.. v 76 . 62- RS I
P{ot‘ sat:sf;ed with training./....,.... 30 71 =4l
Completed training. . e.cneieeronnons .o 69 o Sh +15
Dropped £raining, .ce.eeeeece. - Ceeeraee 77, 8 -3
N -t
Working in tfaining occupation........ 72 _ b8 . +14
Not working in training occupation.... . b7 71 ~o 04 -
High Salary...eeeseaeeeonnoneocaonnsns 727 . 64 - +08
Low salary........... Tieiemeerrenanens 79 53 . +26
a * ) z )
AppendigF, Table‘F 6 presents the full regression results
for voucher and regular recmlents . B a
b

"Especiplly’ Iarge ¢underscored). effects of vouchering are
those lying outsqde the -2 and +18 range.

- cAbsolut:e value of estumate isanot reIu%ble However direction
IS valuable (+ or -). .. - R
[} 3 -~ - . ° -
. 1.()\5 .
° =
' - ? o
. . - .o

U
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E. Summary of the Early Employment Patterns
of Voucher and Reqular WIN Participants

This sm;nary will be brief and will repo{t only the overall
differences between the voucher and regular participants ‘and the effects
of vouchering. Approxlmately 66 .percent oﬂ both the vouther and regular
participants in our study were in the labor force all or part of the
first three months followunégtheur |nstltut|onal J%%nnnng However, a
sllgh;ly larger proportion of voucher clients than regular cl|ents were
st|lI looklng for jobs and were in fact not working. Nearly identical
propogs*gns of both groups were out of thg labor force. Voucherlng
vocational training did make a difference to the labor force pa?tlclpa-
t|on of seéme subgrou;s of trannees. Relatnve to their regular o6unter-
parts, ‘it increased the labor force part1c|pat|on of/males, those wnth
small famllles, and those who prepared for ‘service or clerical occupa-
thnS; Vouchering decreased the labor force participation.of certaln
other subgroups. Mandatory women, and those with elther professlonal,

technlcal, administrative or blue collar training occupatnons were

‘gthose whose labor force’ paﬁtlcipat|on was decreased as a result;of

vgbcherlng When we pooled the data to examlne the effects ofsone or
the other training system on labor ‘force partlclpat|on, we found that

once minor differences in group composition wereltaken into account

" there was a wider ‘gap in the estimated propertion of voucher and regyd.
* : ' <

lar'participants out of the labor force, Twenty-nine perceént of ‘the .
regular WIN partlclpants were out of the labor force while the esti-
mated groportion of vouchered trénnees was 36 percen While there

was more of a spread it was not a statustlctjly st947;|cant°dlfferenge“

in th proportlon out of the labor forges

Fifty=Ffive percent "of the‘youcker and 66 percent of the regular
¢ clients who worked during the first three.months after tr@ining worked

in thé occupation for which theylwere trained. Vouchering increased
the proportig;h:f older respondents, those with blue collar training

[\ ’ Toe - "
occupationss se dissatisfied‘w’th their.training, and those whose -

training occupatlon was at)a hlgher level than the occupétuon they

" originally had in, mnnd when they entered WIN, who worked in the|? train-

ing occupatlon some parf or all ofe the first three months fol'lowing

.

. b ~ &
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tralnnng At decreasetl the proportion of respondents Wlth more than 12
years of education, those between 18 and 29 years of age, those with
medlum or ‘large size families, those'w1th profe55|onal occupatlons, those
satﬁsfled with their training, and those whose training occupation was

ﬁlower than the occupatlgn they or|g|nally had in mind, who were working

in their tralnlng occupation. As before when we pooled the data to
egxamine the effects of sygtem on worknng in one's, tra1ﬁ|ng occupation,
we found ‘that the estimated proportlon of voucher and régular partici-
N pants worklng in their trannlng occupations, had spread out a bit (68% of
the regulars and 53% of. the vouchers) while there is more of a spread
there rema|ns no sngnvflcant dlfference |n “the proportion of vouchered
and-nonvouchered N|Nrcllents worklng ln their "training occupatlon,

The most startling finding is the higher earnlng power of '
vo}chered'trainees. Fifty-four percent of the voucher and 34 Eercent
of the regular clients who:worked during the first {hree months after
traiding earngd a high wage. 17 The overall voucher ,population includ-
ing all subgroups earned a higher wage than the regﬁlar respondents in -
our survey The pooled data indicated that this "di fference was N
statistically sngnlflcant 18 Voucherlng increased the groportlon of

en who earnedzhigh wages, those with ‘fewer than 12 years of education,
those with blue cotlar and service occupations, and those who cogpleted
their institutional training. Vouchering' decreased tife earnings of «
only -one subgroup of respondents, those whose first job afteritraining
was lower in Status than their training occupatlon. ’

Seventy percent of the voucher, and 62 percént of “the regular
respondents who worked during the first three-months fol}ewnng insti-
tutlonal training were satisfied with thely jobs. Voucherlﬁg lncreased
the JOb satnsfactlon of men, those w1th professional, technlcal
admlnustratlve or service JObS, and those Qérntﬂg low wages. ' (o

@ Job satisfaction was lower amosz those with more than'12 years
of education, those with clerical or blue ‘collar occupations, those ’
not satisfied with their trannlng, thase who dropped thejr vocational

training, ahd those not working in “their training becupation.
¢

”,

«

I7A salary ofvmore. than $410%a month. ~
k]

. »

. .
184 , test was used and it proved significant at the .0g level.

.

*




V. AUTGNOMY AND ITS iMPLlCATI ONS

4 .“ - .

One of the basic fe«xtures of voucherlng occupatlonal sktll

: tra|n|ng was, “to jncrease the decision- makung autonomy of WIN clients. A
The expeyeﬁ{«as designed . so that theré would be. consnderable differ-
ences in- the degree, of selfrdeterma,natlon experlenced by the ’vouchered'
WiN pal:t|c1pants and those |nqthe tradltlonatsystem.I 2 While it was
not too difficult to control the autonomy of t?ie, vouchered respondents ¢
it was impossible to do so with the regulars. What<occurred is that
while vouchermg 1ncrea$ed the proportion of WLN respondents experienc-
tng autonomy, a ma_;orlty of regular respondgnts expesienced it as
well 3 The report on Phasg | of thls longitudinal study concluded

that when asked generally about ho occupa,taonal decisions were made,

97 percentfof the voucher E_hents feported th;; they had been left on

their own to make such decisions as did 69 percent of the conventional

clients. When it came to making more speC|f|c decisaons, the propor-
tion with autonomy changed for both voucher and regular WIN partici~

pants. Seventy thrgggpercent of the voucher claents reported choosing - .

their own’ "training occupation ahd 84 _percent reported choosing )

their own training 1nst|tut|on. Flfty one percent of the regular
clients reported chousing thej £ own training occupation and 47 percent
repolrted choosing thei't own training institution. While voucher

- A
.

) N

! lF ra detailed explanation of the differences between the two
systems seé Ann Richardson and Laure M. Sharp,sThe Feasibility of
Vouchered Training in WiN: Report on the First PhaSe of a Study
(washlngton, D.q.. Sureau of Social Sciencee Research, In¢'., December,

197k). . PR -

) . ) - , *
25ee~hn Richardsen, Vouchered Skill Fraining in WIN: ProYram
Guidelines and Selected Empirical Findings.(Washingt®n, D.C.: Bureau
of Social Science Research, InG., February, 1977).

‘3
“autonomy see Dunning, Occupational Choicesf and’ Vocational School
Selections: Experaences wi th the Portlaffd WIN Vouchem Training Program’
®lashington, D.C.:  Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc,, December,

1976) . ,

.

L, .
For a thorough discussion bf thejifferences in experienced

’ * '
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clients continued tQ experience more decision-making. autonemy, almost.
” - M

half of the regular cllents did so also.

Tables 99 and 100 and fogtnote & ||Iqstra'te the consequences of .

ihcreased f.reedom of choice. it become§ clear rather quickly that |’n

almost every instance, participants_in, the traditional ‘WIN system who

.

.. made their own.occupational decisiops were more succgssful than those

who did not.* Looking first at Table 99,*we find thag both voucher

< a " TABLE 99

-

|NFL{JENCE OF PERCEIVED AUTONOMY ON TRA4NING SATISFACTI
(1 Percentages) - . \

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by ERIC

l‘Snnce nearly all of the voucher participants. {97%) sa'd they

had made their “overall occupational decisions autonomously, there was

no reason té include this alternative measure in the regression madel
__..for vouchered respondgnts. We did imclude it in the model for regllar,

respondents, however, (see Appendix,F, Table F-1 for full model) and

found that |ndependent of soclodembgr:aphlc characteriatics, training
occdpation, .type of school atténded and labor force pehavior, those who
had made”thelr own decnsnons were mu‘ﬁ more, likely tosbe satlsfned than

those tho did net. ' * »
INFLUENCE oF SVERALL PERCEIVED AUTONOMY ON THE TRAINING
. smsmcnou OF REGULAR RESPONDENTS?
¢’ . Esttnmated Proportion Satisfied 1

Ty ' .Es,tima'ted Proportion Satisfled
T, ’ =
. ° T . Voucher | Regular
AN, L. ........f...‘../v 8y7 79 s
Chose own training occupation. - . .;.'fa 82 \ 80
DIgMOtue . « e v v e e g 75 % .18 .
Chose own training institution e e 79 . 8
Drdnot........... e e e e 85 73 -
h ] L " >
PO ~ T IR -
3Appendix F, Table F-1 presents the full regressi?n results
- for voucher and regular recipients. * et
/ - ) - TN - . (7} : .p’
’ ' % ‘,, . .

Al ity vnicrosssoostoosasoes v~ 9% ve
Made all occupatnonal . .
, decisions autonomously‘?.... . 86 - .
. Did not....'................... 63 - )
aAppendm F, Table F-1 presents the full regressnon
resultts 'for regular reclpnents. R .
~ . v
R Y - ¢
o7 ’ - ) [}
N AN [
“. . + P . —
* ~ Y ..
’ .
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» > . > + . . . .
and regular ‘re5pondénts yﬁo chose their own trajning occupation were

slightly more llkely to be satisfied with thelr training than those
. who did not. However, voucher clients Who chose their own tralnlng
institutiop were less likely to be satisfied than those who did not,
This was not the case for regular respondents, ) e
Dld this trend continue when it came to completuon rates7 fbe
data ingicate that those ) the regular system who chose their own
' training occupatlon were more Ilkely to complete the|r training than
those who did not and than those voucher clients who "were autonomous.
The voucher clienis who choge their own training occupation were con-
. sidefably Ie;s‘llkely to complete than those who received assistance
and guidanEe from their WIN c0unsel_or:5 For vouchered participan;s,
Ldepiding what training institution to attend had no effect on completion
rates. |t s only in this one area ‘that regular cllents who made decns-
ions autonomousla were slightly less likely to complete thenr lnStltu~
" tional tralnnng than those who d*ﬂ not (Tabie i00). v
" our findings' are interesting, thought-provoking and- not what
we expected when we first deslgned'the qucher system. We did not
expect the participants-in the. traditional Portland WIN éystem to have
the degree of autonomy they had Further, from on-site obSBrvatlons,
we Iearned that WIN counselors were confused about their role in the
voucher system.r They often oyer-reagted and as a, resul? wi thdrew much

of their personal support and encouragement, perhaps leaving the voucher
/

. - *
.

\ . 3 .

— — . . . ..

’ SAgaln |ndependent of all other variabfes in the model, the -
alternative meaSure of occupational autonomy ndicated that regular _

+ clients who made ovérall occupational decisibns autongm9usly were con-

siderably more Ingely to complete their training than those who did not

I NFLUENCE OF 0VERALL PERCE{VED AUTONOMY ON_ THE COMPLETION
RATES OF REGULAR. RESPONDENTS®
R T ‘ Estimated Proportion Completed
A e S . 63%
# Made atl occupational r .
* ' .dekisigns autonomously...... * 70
Did MOL..uvrrnirnivnriiis - b9
[ ”
;?**
9Appendix F, Table F-2 presents thelfull regressuon
reshlxs&for regular recipients.

”
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.
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: TABLE 100 , . - e E
. . ‘
I NFLUENCE OF PERCEIVED AUTOROMY ON COMPLETION'RATESa .
. v . * (In Percentage's) J d
’
Estimated Proportion Completed
f — > [4 .
) ) B Voucher Regutar 4
T 65 63 *
Chosé own training occupation. . . . . . 61 © 69
Did NOt. . . L 4 4 v i v i g e e e L1714 A 57 .
Chose own training institution » . ... . 65 . 57
Did MOt oov v v v 4 4 4 & v v e o v e 65 68
s 1 —~ .
. 3appendix F, Tabl<? F-2 presents'fne full regression results .
for voucher and regular recipients.
/. ‘ . . N N
. \ &
clients feeling abandoned.6 We did not expect either the role confus-
ion or, the reaction from the WIN counselors. Intérestingly, in cases
where voucher clients did not act alone, they often did as well or
b&%ter than those who made decisions autonomously ) 2 1

in effect, partICIPahtS in :he traditiona)l Portland WiN system

who were left to make decisions on their owh had the 'best of both

worlds.'" They rece:ved counseling, support and thé expert help of
. their NIN counselors as well as being in control of their occupatlonal
P destlntes This is likely to have contr|buted to the fact that.they
were more sat|sfled with their training and more Plkely to complete it.
Whlle voucher* part:c:pants may have been left on thelr own to make =
occupatlonal decisions more often, they were aPso more lxkely to be
without personal support, encouragement and /eassurance whlch‘mlght
easily have had an effect on. their tr ining satisfaction and complet:on
; rates. , - ,
. 1t m:ght prov:de us wuth some in ghts if we look at the reasons
1
autonomous clients gave for drOpplng ;gglr tralnﬁng before completion.
- ) v
& o o sppoias o
“The counselors were supposed .to give the voucher clients the
. same. personal support and encouragement they Jave the regular clients,
but whisedid not occur. o R
v d i . .
l\/u . . ’
O : .
. 4
B \
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Larger proportions of voucher than regular clients,,droppe.d/\ .
- ' s . . -
. - their trajning for reasons-~-internal to the program--that assistance

and support from their WIN counselors might have remedied. |t Is not .-
clear whether a great deal of attention, support and counseling could

have stopped “someone from dropping training because he or she had an

» 'i{1 child or found & job, or had to look for work (external reasons) .
However, someone with a tendency to ''flunk out," or someone not sure, ~ .
if he or she was |n the right place, might have been encouraged Lo ‘ *
.
* i continue wnth the approprnate support from the WIN staff (Table 101) . o ‘
R © TABLE" 101 ¢ i
s \ - [ . - .
! . . - REASONS REPORTED FOR EARLY TERMINATION ° ", . P
. OF INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING ' , .
(In Percentages) - . . N
. Chose Qwn s Ch&e Own
’ T . y Training . Training N
- - Occupation Institution )
: Voucher  Regular Voucher Regular - i
Internal to program?® . 42 30 39 - 25
External ‘to programb 58 70 se o 5 61 * 75 _
“Yotal % =100 o T 100 00~
AN) - (26) -, (2 (28) (20) N
' "b a|n<:,ludes: I. Program problems-~poor insﬁ;uction, funding
. . runn{ng out, poor school, school problems T,
. ; "2, Asked to leave by School ' , v B
. . . 3. Judgmen# problems-~decided against tramlng v
. . . . occupatlon, switched to 0JT .
2 \ ‘ bIncludes: 1. Personal problems--day care, illness -
e ., 2. Had to work .
N < LT 3. Found a,job’ PEER L
N . ’ L. Trahsportation problems .
. . ’ Autonomy w1thout WIN staff support can be percetved as abandon- -
m;nt, white staff direction without autonomy can be perceived to be :
coercion. However, a combination of autonomy.and WIN staff support can
. R i . . -~ .
. mean greater success. for WIN participants., -The, greater success of those
} participants in the conventional WIN system who made occu;\)ational ) !
. A '., ' o a . ) ' q. fa .,
- - . -
O . - - s .
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decisions autonomously supports this hypothesis. This point is‘dis‘3 ‘. *
e . . . . ‘ Te
’ oo cussed at grgater length below, in Chapter vilt,
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3 ’ R ‘ Vi. CHANGES IN SELF-ESTEEM ; '

- M -

o . ‘

N 1l ¢

A . When Leonard Goodwin first developed a des.; gn for an expernment N

on vouchering manpower training in the WIN program one of his-concerns
was wlth the effect of autonomy on clients’ self- -estegm. Arguing on'
- the basis of his stUdles of work attitudes and labor fgrce behawor of

various segments of the populatnon,‘ which showed that low self- esteem

and expectation of failure, rather than reJectnon of the '‘work eth|c "

accounted for the -labor force behavior of many poor people, he proposed
a test of the hypothesis that cllen,ts who had received vouchered train-
Ing would. expengnce gre\ater self- confndence than clients who had
* recelved tra*lning undeP ore convent|ona| canumstances.2 Doing a -
Iongitudmal study of this kind afforded us a good opportunity to test’® ' ~
. a variatlon of this hypothesns. I nstead .of comparlng the self lesteem
of clients who rg.ceiwed training in the voucher system with those in )
the regular s‘lstem, we compared the self-esteem of voucher clients at ‘
dlffe;ent poihts of time, at the time gf commitment to the system and
at the end of tfdining. The, final report df this series will exteng“

/ -

the comparisan. ) . - T,

s . . . )

We know that the attonomy oF"NIN clients, was extended with the . X

s onset of vouchermg.~ Ne were :nterested in flndmg out how experienc= ) N

irig tfraining in the voucher systemﬁffected the self-estéem of indivi-
duals. Each time.the v0ucher chents were |?tervnewed they were

.shown a series of six items desngned to measure self-esteem. 3 Table 102.

. ~ . . .

)- M ]Most notably, Do the Poor Want to Work? (Washington: B8rookings,
4-1972 . ) . ’ . -

-, , Unfortunately_the regular cll?nts were interviewed only once
** which does not aHow us to compare changes in self-esteem over time, ’ oo

o ’ 3Each respondént ranked him/herself on how often he/she felt-each = . A
Y- statement fo bg true, from “never’ =, to "almost always''= 5 on each
w “6f'the fo)lowing items: ) - ~ - -
® a. | take a positive Zttitude toward myseffs . ot
. b. | feel | do not have much to be proud of. - N ,
: sc. | feel that { have a number of good qualifies, B - .
d. 4 .am able to do things: as well as most pther people. .
T e. Sometimes | think | am no good at all. g3 P
- f. [ feel that I'm a person of wérth, ‘at least on an equal plane S(th others.

o B 17 S o
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) } TABLE 102
3
BISTRLBUTION OF THE SELF-ESTEEM RATINGS OF THE VOUCHER CLIENTS AT THE ENO OF TRM%MG
- " {Jn Pegcentages)

Hardly . Some- Often Almost
Ever times Times gy Always

Total? ' N ~ )

A B .
take a positive attltude toward myself.. . YY) 13 56 100 13)
feel | do not have much %o ve pFoudgof.... . . .21 1) [ v 100 (13)
feel that | have a number of good qia/llties. 3 19 23 56 . 1ol {(113)
am able to do things as well as most ) ’
other people...... ereeesetecrniatntenanteas 13 24 63 100 {113)
Sometimes | think | an no good at all : ’ - . 100 (113)

1 fteel _that I'm a person of worth, at least
on ap equal pfane with others........... 101 (H3)

Note: Overall mean - 4.3
. 3fotal pergent may vary slightly from 100 due to rounding.

bThe mean was arrived at by giving each rating a score, from nevert & dal to one, up to naimost always" équﬂ to five, The‘ scoring
abq the second and i fth items was reversed “never' equai 10 5 and'almost alw)ys" equal to 1.
':u_ N
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presents the distribution\Sf §elf-esteem ratings of the ‘voucher clients
at the end of their instit tional training.

For the most part, the voucher clients thought quite well of
themselves. The mean score on any item was never lower than 4.1 and
rose as high as 4.6 when the possible maximum on the self-esteem scale

. was, 5.0.z$ The overall mean item score was 4.3. At least half of the

.. voucher recipients gave themselves the most positive ra'ting possiblie

on all but one ofwthe items. '

A The two statements which compare the V‘pondent with other
people had the highest mean scores, 4.5 and L_6 respectively. 0bV|ous|y,
whatever the clients thought of themselves, :they did not usually think
anyone else was any better. in fact, on one of the statements, 70 per-
cent of the'respondents Valmost always' felt "at least on an equal plane
with others."

. ~ ’ -
Our primary interest in examining the self-esteem %oucher

clients w'éig, in discovering whether their experiences during training

ands immediately after had an influence on their conception of them-,
selves.5 Table 103 presents data on the voucher participants' change

in self-esteem between committing the voucher and the end of training.

v

TABLE 103

A
. VOUCHER CLIENTS CHANGES N SELF-ESTEEM BETWEEN COMMITTING
" THE VOUCHER AND THE END OF THE TRA|N|NG
(In Percentages)

»

Voucher

+‘Did not thanged . . .. C e ¥ 22
tncreased . . . . . . . .. e e Ls
Decreased .. . . . . ) e b 33

%

* Jotal % 10(;
(N) : (113)

I

3The total score "did not change. .We canpot tell '
whether they moved around on the scale of each item, but
coincidentally ended up with the”same total scoré.

»

l*A score of 5.0 represents the highest self-esteem score.

.
- SIn order to measure thcs change we took.each respondent [
o swnmed score (which could vary from 0 to 30) at the time of commi tment.

bt
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I I [
Severjty-eight percent of the clients' self opinions altered during this
interval of time. The greater movement was in positive direction.
Forty-f’ive percent of the voucher clients thought better of themselves
. after their training experiekces, One-third of the clients had a lower
self-esteem score.’ ) . - :
' th"ough the great majority of scores changed, the shifts were
> generally small (Figure I0).6 of the 88 people whose self-esteem.score
did change, only 14 changed by 6 points or more and only 4 by more’than
, 10 points. . . .
o Of the 51 voucher clients whose total score increased after

. training, 88 percent or 45 people improved their score by between | and .

5 points and 4 more (8%) by 6 to”10 points. Only 2 had large changes

. in their self-esteem as.measured by a'difference in‘,,,thei'r score at the "
- tim.e of' commi tment of t‘he voucher and_l‘aﬂtf~ l:heZ end of ;:hei“r insti tution.al
training.(*‘/‘, ’ ) : ) R
on the’ﬁnegativﬁp side, a total of 37 voucHer recipients had lower
self-‘es,teem scores after their training experiences than at the time
they commi Wged their vouchers, .Seventy-eigﬂt percen{" of these los¢ ‘ |
from 1 to 5 p<'>ints and another 6 (16%) decreased their scores by between
6 and 10 points. : P \
Though t\yelf-este:em of the majority of 'vouchér clients ‘“mht% ‘ .
char.\ged between the time of commitment and the end of training, changes
~ — were smail, An examination 9f the effects of sociodemographic charac-
terist.ics, autonomy,.‘and early labor force behavior on any changes i\n :

self-esteem’'will aliow us to assess whether the training experience

. others.’ Yy o
Rl and at the end of training and subtracted the first from the second. -
- . Consequently if a persgn's_sglf—esteem was lower at the second intér-.

. view than at the first, it would show a negative score, which we would

gis‘mo::e pbsitivé for certain subgroups of the voucher respondents than

L ~ call a negative change or a decreasg in self-esteem.
6The possibility that this is due to the 'Hawthorne effect,' . \
N can be legtmimately raiséd. 4 e 0
» } A

) 7Thisonexf section will present findings which result from
multiplel regrestion analyses of the data, Therefore the proportions

£ presented will*be estimated and will adjust (conptrol) for other vari-
-, ?  ables which are related to those under study. ‘Y . -,
. M I 4
s . > ~ X
il ) [ — TR I} ‘ay
l{lC : Ay oo
oo v R . . . .-
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. FIGURE 10

REPRESENT|NG THE CHANGES |N THE SELF ESTEEM SCORES
ey ‘ OF VOUCHER CLIENTS BETWEEN COMMITMENT OF VOUCHER
. AND END OF TRAINING
. N . ~ .
~
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Effect of Autonomy on Self-Esteem ’ °

Goodw1n.hypotheslzed that g¢lients who received vouchered train-, -
o
ing would expeT|ﬁnce greater sijf—confldence than those who did not.
His assumptlon was that vouchefed training guaranteed. the participant

hiis or hes occupationa! destiny.

Though vouchering increased tonsideraffly the autonomy of WIN partici-
pants, it was not an ﬂall" or 'n situation. As a result, we have .
the information :6 examine whether in fact those vouchered trainee; who
made occupational decisions autonomously did experience-greater self-

confidence than thosgwho were not au?onomous The . |ssue of why certain ?

.

R “voucher clients did not make decisions autonomously, whether from choice

or lack of it, and the effect of these two possibilities on changes in
self-esteéq\ii‘important but unfortunately cannot be addressed at this

. time.

——l® found that those  voucher clients who chose thein own train-
ing occupation were more likely to have higher self-esteem as a result
of their training experiences than those who had those decisi;hs made
for them by the WIN staff (Table 104). Those who chose their own train-
ing institutions also were mdre likely than those who did not have a

higher self-esteem Score after their training than at the time they com-

- mitted their voucher. Those with no occupational autonomy were most

subject to a loss of self-esteem. These findings lend support to
Goodwin's hypotheses.

Effect of TFaining 0ccqg;;xon

o

on Self-Esteem

Training occupation appears to_have had an interesting effect

on changes in self-esteem (Table 105). Larger proportions of those with

P plue collar and service occupations had lower self-esteem at the en® of

their, training than they had when they first committed their vouoher.

Those with clerical traihing occupations were more likely to have higher

self—egftem at the end-of their vouchered training. A4| of those with

profession;\, technlcal or adm|n|strat|ve ﬁreparat|on were affected. by
their tralning experiences. None had the same self-esteem score at the
end of their training that they had’ had at the time of commi tment. Most
of these trainees had a better opinion of themselves at the end of their
training than they had had when they began it
¢ s - . LI s .
. e
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e TABLE 104 . '
° ' .
THE INFLUENCE OF AUTONOMY %ON CHANGES IN THE SELF-ESTEEM OF VOUCHER PARTICIPANTS
FROM TIME OF COMMITMENT TO THE END OF TRAINING? 5
oL . . {1n Percentages) . o .
. \ Estimated Proportion Changing To*
- .
N ’ - Lower © Higher Sere N
! - Self-Esteem Self-Esteem Self-Esteem . ' hd
‘ 2
~— Lo
AL L Lo N .. 3 o U5 t a2 : .
i . . -~
Chose own traineng occupation autonomously . . ., 29 49 : 23"
Did not choose own training occupation . . 4P 35 20 \
. ) .
N Chose own training institutron autonomous,ly, . -t 28b L8 Zbd
. . - D1d not choose own training institution, . 58 F YA
. o -3 R
. * ~
’ . . "Appendix f. Tabie F-7 presents the full re\gresslon resu for voucher recipients . -
b"[specldlly“ large (underscored) effgc(s of Wucherlng ar tﬂose Iymg outside the +23 and
. L3 rango .
C"Especually“ Targe (underscored) effects of vouchering are those lying outside the +35 and
M +55 range. “ -
R . . . .
. > d“(specully“ large (w\de:scored) effects of vouchermg are those lying outslde thet+12 and
+32 range. R .
.
”» . . a ' N
. ~ e :
. - - a »
. - . ‘ .-
. v . N A1 '
. ' ! TRBLE 105 ‘ . . »
¥ .
- s , THE INFLUEWE OF TRAIN!NG OCCUPATION ON CHANGES IN THE SELF-ESTEEM OF VOUCHER PARTIC]PANTS .
w4  FROM TIME OF COMMITHENT TO THE END OF TRAINING? . - . .
' . {1 n Percentages) . -
N * PR R R 3 I
° Estipated Proportion Changing To* o L N ¢
0] - .
s s , Lower Higher Same &
- Setf-Esteem Self-Esteeh Se¥f-Esteem’ C o >
‘ ’ N (3} - '
AN, L. ... P f}}, . 4s & 22 . -
’ Professional, techitcal,s administrative, . . ... ﬁib . 608~ -4
( S R 23, 8- 9
Blue coldar, v v v v e e e e il Z‘I » 25
¢ Rrvice, . L. B P 3 15
A ¢ -
. * ‘ADpendix f, Table F=7 presents the full‘regress-on re;ultsdor wuger recipients - ¢ ‘
G ' b"Especlally" Iarge (underscored) effects of vouchering are thos; Iylng outside the +23 and
/ +43 ranpe . . . R
N . s
i C"Especlally" farge (mders&fbd)‘ effects of "Vouchering are those Iymg outscde the 035@6 N .
+55 range. t
- i 1 " . v . N
- Estlnute may be unreliable. b .
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of all cupational 'subgroups, those with blug collar training

occupations wer® most subject to loss in self-esteem,and” those with

- . .
clerical training occupations were most sub_;ect o gam in seff- esteem
. * "

These preparing for professional,
tions were ‘the mopt "ikely ‘to have f.maQ‘
their training. s
. * ° The challenge of training, the discovery of's'rno!'tcomings and

the, interpersonal experiences “of voucher participants were likely to

) affect the changes in self-esteem, ,
. ‘ . . _ v
. Effect of Completion Status - ¢ ad” 4
on Seif-Esteem . L - =

. -

“Those who cbmpﬁeted their tra\mng were somewhat more Tikely
to have higher self-esteem at the end-of their trammg than those

_who termmated their training early. Though equal proportlons had

- lower self esteem a sllghtly larger proportion of those who dropped
thelr training had the same score at the time,of commitment to *the

¢ system and at the end of their training (Table 106) : P

‘s

. oo C TABLE 106

- . ¢ -

THE INFLUENCE OF COMPLET1ON STATUS ON CHANGES IN THE SELEs sESTEEM
. %, OF voucuss\_gﬁ&la PARTS FROM TIME OF COMMITHENT
) 3 70 THE ERD OF TRAINING®
*  (in Percentages) .

* Estimated Progg?tion Changing Tof, *

z

H - - Lower .Higher - _  Same:

: ) .Self-Esteem Self-Esteem Self~Esteem
ALE, .33 5 22 ;
Compieted trainifg . . . . 32 ¢ L9 19

‘ Dropped training . . . 34 39 27

. aAppendlx F, Table E-7 presents the *full regression resufts

?
for vouches recipients. ¥ . .
. ‘ ? * .
«
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\ experiences (Table 107).

! . ~165- .
- W -
. .
N A .
Effect * Demolraphic Characteristics oo i e
+~on Changes in Self-Eskeem . <
- female voucher clients were more Ilkely than ma*as to have

changed their opinion of themselves as a result of their training
Almost one-half of the maJes and, volunteer

females had a better opnnnon of themselves after the training than‘at
the time of commitment, whl“le half of the mandatory females had lower
S o

, ‘self-esteem. )
) The least-educated vouther clients had the most dramatic

' + t N .
increase in their self-esteem after training, More than 50 percent

¢ +
increased their scores., The 5elf esteem scores of those wuth more *

than, 12 years of education chang’ed the least after training. Of those

that did change, approximately half were decreases. lnterestnngly,

both male vou;:her participants and thbse with fewer than 12 years of
educatlon were more likely thdn other subgroups of voucher cllents to
be earning high wages and to be Satisfied with their jobs, facts which z

*
s

could account for their incregbe in selfesteem’’ s
se 30 years of age or older), were

0lder respondents (t
slightly more likely than yi unger respondefits to have higher'self-
esteem after their training experiences in the voucher system. -~/ .- .

-
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"TABLE 107 % . . g o
. ‘ _ THE INFLUENCE OF THE SOCI ODEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTiCS OF VOUCHER PARTICIPANTS f
% C ON_CHANGES IN THEIR SELF-ESTEEM FROM COMMITMENT TO THE END OF TRAINING® sl )
‘ . - L - ‘ . (I1n Percentages) - : .
- = == = =t
. . Estimated Net Proportion Changing To:
S . - - -
. cor - Lower : Higher -° ‘. Same %,
- ‘. i PR ' Self-Esteem Self-Esteem self-Esteem
g a0 *. Y - ; Y- a‘ . )e ] * R - - .
/g I T AP & ) b5 g .22
. [ . o : " ’ - cot - . &
. BoosMale o u L e e s e e s T e e 12 . sh9 39¢ ?
Mandatory femdle . o . v o T o e g "Eb . 32 - 18 . o
» _ Vqlunteer female . R N 35 . 48 PR 17 .
__Fewer than ‘T2 ygars education. ... . . . . .. .. .. 3(’ 5h N .8
© 12 years eduCation . . . . oa e e e a e eoe et . SEE32N e 44 ¥ 2 .
_More than 12 yearsgeducation . . . . J .. i o .%o "3 . 3 T 31
~  18-29 years old, , . 4 v i e e it e e e e 3 41 25
' 30 years o oldet. : . . . . e e e e e e .32 51 17
T . [ ? . ' R
PR 3pppkndix F, Table F-7 presents th*e_‘f.ull regression reSuIts,fé_F voucher recipients.

-, - _b"Especially“ Iar_ggdunder‘scored) effects of voucherir;g are those lying outside the +23 and
. +43 range. . : . . i .
A .

Cipspeciad ly' large funderscored) effects of vouchering are those lying oubside th’e.+12 and *
) . V - e

< .
‘ +32" range, ‘ , i - . -
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; } . ‘ Summary - - L
- ' t . v ' ’
The _level of. self esteemaof the vouchered Wi clients was'éﬂite

’ ’ “high. With 5.0 the max1mum possnblea self “esteem score. the meap on any V.

i tem was never Iower than 4.1 and rose as high as L, 6. A ma_;orlty of the ’ -
-voucher cl:ents had a - -change in their self-esteem between r.he time they .

, tommitted their vouqher and *i\e end of their mstututlonal training. )
Though there were many, changes, they were small, |n magni tude. Certaln
subgroups of the r’espondents were(more4 kely to have had higher self-
esteem at the“énd of the|r tra|n|ng experiences than other groups.

- * Males, volunteer fem , those wnth fewer than 12 years of educatlon,.

v older resp ndents, those m,th white .collar tratnmg ocCupatlons ,(prof- -

” , fessional, ’admmlstratnve( managerial and clerlcal)g _those who completed -

~thelr training -and those who made occupatnonal deC|SIons autonoqwously‘,,

were more llkely o have hngher self-esteem scores after their training N

than they had had 3t the tlme ‘of commitment. Mandatory females,” those - )

; in biue col‘lar and service 5ra|n|ng occupat:ons, and those who did not . °

- make the|r own occ/upatnonal deCISIOnS were more - like?y to have had a &'

/ lower self esteem at the end of their trannmg experlences Although -

' gne must be weary of-Hawthorne effects ln studnes of this kind, .

data do suggest that whether changd was, positive or n:gatlve, the ’

voucherlng experlence did have an fect on the self-perceptions of” -t R

the WIN participants. < X .

it is relevant to ask y?hether prograqi) factors outweigh demo- e
graphlc factors in the determnnatlon of changesin self- esteem, since the
P admnnnstrat*uve tmpllcat‘uo'ns of one, or the other differ. Demographlc ) R
) characteristics ¢en be mampulated via selectlon crlterla--who gartici- ) -
pates in the system‘, program character:strcs can be manlpu1ated as
, well, such as the granting of, more or less deC|s|on-mak|ng autonomy. In

. most cases program factors in (}nanges in self-esteem {training occupa- ¢

. tion, autonomy, and compietion,$tatus) equaled or qutweighed demographic . g
. ’ s .o — . 3
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YL . Vil. CLIENT REACTION TO THE VOUCHER SYSTEM

.~ S v .

‘it was thought that it would be uséful and interestingsto hear --
.. 4 “s . - . N
the voucher clients' opinions of the program and how it might best be

changed (if at all). Respondents.were asked; about “the program ‘provis-

. ions on the Iength and, cost of training; ‘about whether vouchered., train-
ing should be I:mnted to certain occupations or available for any

trammg at all; and more generaHy for thepr mconmendatigns on ways

P to’ improve the  program. N - -~ . .
- ' . P t

One Year Training Limit

: . 4 . .
b, . .
R . [} -~ N ‘v‘* ) v
. - i
- .

s , Morg than half the voucher recipients 57%) _thought that one:

~

© . 7 year was too short for, instttut|ona| ‘training. The remamung L3. pe'r

: €ent considered it to be about right (no one s_ald that one year was,

" too long) (Table 1083, ¢ ; LT ‘
. S
. . . " TABLE 108 N ‘ ¥
s . ATTATUDE- OF VOUCHER CL}NTS TOWARD THE * ' .
.DNE YBAR TIME LEMIT ON TRAINING ) o -
~ ; Al b M N . _
& 1 ) ' Percent
- D - s N .'h‘ . . f
< About FEGAY ... teiesreiiunn » 43 LTy
. L e TOO SROFt. . e essaranenseniest 57T 7 o '
: TOO 10RGecueavanreanosasveneses 7 ) Ty
~ . + = c L. ———— .. .y
, o Total % ’ £, 100 o
‘ N ! (N) A115) -
. : ) e t e
.. _ . -Among ;thosggwho said thaf one year was too short for training, U
-3 some said that jt was H'\‘c:deqtrate for theur Speclfuc heed§ and goals, T /
! but mosta spoke (of 4mpersonaf factors such as prograqr'-avallam th b

the len’gth of. ﬁ"ranmng requnred by,ipeclﬁc oJupatmns (Table 109) §

2

b
Q [
"o ‘ Looklyg at the data m a\shghg_y d}.fferent way, we found tbat= s
N o, . <3
) {) . _vogcher partndipants were concerned that oné year /f trammg wouid - ’{
* - TR
* not .qualify thert to enter speciflc fields or take: parttcular jobs that : j
K .- L. p "\ ' - ! . o [
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o . v TABLE 109 . .
X VOUCHER RECIPIENTS‘ BEASONS FOR CONSIDERING e
. ONE YEAR TO BE TOO SHORT FOR TRAINING "‘ '
* T Percent
-~
dne year of traiging rules out some .
programs and fields®. . ., . . . . . . .. . .. 86 .
. Some indi iduals need more than oné year L.
to master-the materials in a one year program . . 4
. N .
Tb:al % 100 *
: (N) .. . N (66)
) P2 .
aThls category includes ’re5ponses such as: ear

of :raumng‘ls too short to enter some fields; one’year of
training does not preparefqualify one for a good job or one
that pa¥ys well; -one ,year of training does not allow one to
enter somesprograms; and, there are very few one year
programs, : . ' . . te

L ) -

1

¢
‘o

théy hadqiri m'u;d Others mentloned r.hat there weri not’ enough one year
.
programs Stnﬂ others were concerned that.one year's trarnlng would
not qw&hfy r.hem to compete for the ‘'better'' jobs in the JOb marker.‘
T-hns: suggests that voucher recipients wege thinking about the future
and of ways to.change, their AFDC status. * >, .
' 1t was interesting that clients who thought ene year was too ‘
short tended to settle 5pon:aneous;‘y on two years as an acceptabie
JSubstitute rather than on any other block’of time. ‘1t was felt either
¢hat employers who pay well requnr@applican:s to have had two years
of"vtralmng, or alternatively, that in order to know enough to qualify
for a good job a‘pe-rson must. train for two years. Respondents did note

clarify :hei';- ideas of what 'cons'i:uéed a '"good'' job. Pregumably, they
A ] . "

were hoping to escape #fom the humdrum, répetitive, low-paying routine 4

,‘of jobs. that required little or no skill. A§ one respondent put ic,'

\

’,

referring to, the oné year training limit, "they gave us a choice to take
anyaho,ag, and :he/ wete lots of things :ha: took more than one’ year."
< Only 14 pg{cent f . r.he voucher, participan Felt that the' needs
and abala:nes of’ individugls might requlre that they be trained ‘for,_ -
more than one year. 'Due to’ Iack of ab|lity,‘ to outside, demands on
. 'r', R0 lgi o R
\ .o .

v

. oo o,
o ‘)-j"‘ ool s .
i
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only too)d one year. 0ur data |nd|cate that in fac espondents with « 4
an a h|gh School education were e&R\claily hkely to be dlS' A

-

[

their time such as child care or sickness, they miit need two years
to learn what others could Jearn in-one. <’ -

Ne were partncularly interested in whether women, those wnth
more. education, those vgtth larger families, those who attended public
schoo S, those who dropped tra/nnnng, and.those who werl,preparlng for

professiqhal occupations might for a variety of reasors feel that one

year of tfaining was not sufficient. Y, ,
’ ()
Male and Female Participants . - . .

The sex of the Ycl‘ients did not mal'<e.'any dif_ferenceh‘i_n their
attitude toward the -one-year time limit on training. Fifty-eight per-
cent of the men and 57 percent of the women be}ieved on,e yeal'; to:be |
too shcdt a . time (Table 110). A somewhat Jarger progprtion of women

than men (8 percentage points) felt it might be difWcult for certain

4 Rl
indiv@luals to master the material in a one year program in that one year.
- - L]

Voucher* Participants With D|fferent ’ i . -

" Educational Levels . -~ N

- it was expected that cllents “with hlg’her levels’ of educatlon ’

would be more likely than the less educated to find the one 9ear limit!

too short; that they mnght be” unable to find a su1:§l_eyogram that |

> I3

pleased wnth the ane y’ear 1imjt,’on tralnmg 78 percent. obJectlng
compared wi th “sly percent of those with less éducation (Table HO) -
ﬂ1ere were, slng‘t dlfﬁerences .in the proportion expressing concern }

that some ‘individuals might need more than one yéar to master the ,'

materlal in a one year program, wnth the least educated lesrllkecly to .
o

express such a concern {t was -of .interestithat whereas 20 30 per-
cent o}fie better educated partlclpants beh,eved that one year's”®
training,did not preparg one for *a gdod't job, ‘only dme of the' partlcl-

pants who did not complete high School felt this to be the case. bne

rea’son for this might be that thecr ambntnons were set Iower, another
that, they chose occupations ;ntﬂ shorter t'raimng perldds A

. x

|An:'« Rlchardson lloucbered Skill Tranning in WiN: B.rogram" .

Guidelines and Selected Empirical anmng_ (wdhington, D. C.. Bureau
, of Socnal Science Research Inc., February, |977) ) -«
’ Q » g ’ . ' . v

e cIRG S @

~/

<

L d
-
.~ # ~
.
I
¢ &
\ )
.
-
’
.
. rey
ot
- -
..
1
.
-
"
h—
~ A
»
s
.
—
.
> .
-
y/ " ¢




.
. TABLE 110
. - ) .
PROPORTICN OF VOUCHER CLIENTS WNO SAJD THAT ONE YEAR TRAINING WAS TOO SHORT, A‘iD THE REASCN FOR SAYING $O,
BY SEX, EDUCATION AND NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS

(in Percentages) . . . Lo r
a

- . _,_..-«j:v-;,,..
. Eduga:ign - & _“Murbec-ofDependefits 7

Leds Than " 12 More Than c. Y
12 Years | Years 12 Years Hore

-

Percent who thought B
offe yesr—too short. . . .. S , 52 ° 78 61
o) g ‘ (24) (73) € N T (18)

Reason
. T
foe yeac rules out some
progrars and fietds . , « . . .

- .

* Some indi1viduals need more than

’ one year to master the
material in a one year progrom,

100

Total ¥,
(38)

g ] ’
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'>_~"» .‘-' Fore the more hkely he/she would be to dbject tb the voucher program » -
A 4 . th‘e number of their dependents we found that indeed, proportlonately -

Lz time ,(Table 110). - However, when we looked at why responden;s felt

N
more time was needed,. eonsnderably larger proportions of those it ST ’f T
- few dependents felt inleJduaIs might nedd more than one year to . -_i
) master the ma;er«d'l in @ one year program, This suggests- that Lt as._ ;".'
- ) 'somethlng other, than simply family demands, which accounts for thls .
reasoning. It must be recalled that thegumber of Jependenfs fefers™ ., e
; ‘to adults and chxldren, and it is Ilkely that - the nuMer of adults per [ o
* famlly has a. greater effect on famlly obhgat s than s:m?ly the o s :

numberof dependen?( T - j.l - ST RS
N ° A D N A

v . tl‘fose who went to prwate séhools (46%) (Table lll) oo - :- '. TR L
. In -the . reasons "given by public and pr:vate schocrl s.tudents as ""‘ ‘ el
to why one year was too short the® sngmfi’cent"@nffer‘ence WaS in tﬁe .5 -, C .'
. ' |dea that élrents would not be qualified fo get "gpod" JObS in thxs - ;_’__ ::,.

. - of those;t public schools,. thougthhls wodld be the case (p. is srgm- _'

-/

j__ . 4t was thought ,:hat the more dependents a clle}mt had, the

’

.greater would be the demands on "his or her time and money , and there~
I’BS!I"ICtlonS _ When we looked at the voucher reC|p|ents' answerfby e Y

~fewere.re§pondents with small families felt one year was |nsuff|clent

- - ~ . —

Public. and Prlvate School Participants . S Y .

-~ Slnce pubtic school training courses are- txprcal—ly\,Jonger _than .* o N - \
°°“rses "for' the same occupation in private Scfools,z it seemed,probaﬂe R

that pubhc school students would be moreahkely to oppose the tranﬂmg - el
hmut than the others. We found thal\m fact pubht: ,school students L o

-

were far more likely. to be unhappy ‘about the one year lnmt T(71°) tha s ;-’45%’ -

time. A mere 7 percent of the cllents in prwate schoofs, buo,aﬁuthnrd

- ‘ficangsbeyond the .05 level)® In faet me £ not,certj,gf,fﬂ?f‘o'r'an . ’*
o’ceupati after one yéar in pubhc-school but may be al‘rle t:o fmlsh- ._ .
»va’td.school “in-- that mme. !

.ol L /, . ae o -
A . L. P . - . _ - P
- NETEN - ” . . . el . RN L e -

Fa—— N - .. 7 e - .-
.. Lt - -"%.. - . . — v . (

2
-7 B. Duhmng énd J. ‘Unger, Schoois' 'Resgcmses to vaucherg
: _Experiences With the Port‘land IN Vougher -
Tra nlng Program washtgton,'D.C..




. . —TABLE 111 .
PROPORTION OF VOUCHER cusnrs \HO SAID THAT ONE YEAR TRATNING WAS TOO SHORT, AND THE REASON FOR SAYING SO,
. BY TYPE OF SCHOOL, TRAINING OCCUPATI ON AND COMPLETION STATUS . "

. + (1n Percentages) N .
ra 1] .

thool - Training Occupation Completion Status?

. Professional, . . Blue ) ’
Private Public Technical, Clerical Collar Service to«&eted Oropped Out

Administrative

Percent %ho thought A
. ona year too short. « . . . . . Vil . 43 6?

w2 (14) @3) o))

PR

-

Reason o

‘One year rules out sore
, programs’ and finlds ..

Some lndi'vndua,ls néed more than
one year to master ‘the .
matertat in a one Year program, 24

-

< Totst % - 100 100 “100 100 . 100 100
(N (29) (37) (ll) (29) (10) ‘ (u45)

. N ":1- .

3\'hree vpu:her partacnpants were stidl in WIN ?chered training at the time of the mtervieﬂ.

. N
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' particularly wanted. Those at pub}ic schools thougd in terms of . T

, personal, specified careec ‘goals. Private school studeénts also felt

:
¢ « L ‘ R ‘/"s
. v - - »
. Voucher Participants and ‘r- . '
Their Training Occupations # . ' ; .

* ‘Syoucheyr tralnlng rules we presumed t:hat thqse who eompleted tré1ni’ng

C ' -i75- Y

- W
. - - . .

& . s 2

i . . ,

Recipients enrolled «in public school were the more likely to
¢lajm that they were prohnbtted from eptering the fleld of thenr ghoice.
On the whole, neither group felt that, wkﬁ thione year of tralmng,

they would be able to compete for the better jdps or the ones they’

‘thatr they. tould not get adequate training in ong year, but re less
likely to specify a cireer, they tenfled to think instead in gord general

terins (¥n terms of any job ''worth', having, as one respondent pyt it).

Slnce”different occupatlor,sl take varying amounts of tpaining,

in terms of time and cost we s cted to fmd that those w

\(eq\n fed the longer tralntng or rgher costs would bé more £oncerned
with the restrlctlons‘ We fo_q d" that traifees in. blue co lar and

clericd) jobs were better seryed by one year of training/than were the’

7

others, with on:ly 43 p'ercen.t and 51 pércent respectivelf', voicing dis-
satisfaction with the volch ‘r'p‘rogram'orfe year limit, %n contrast, 79
percent of those in professional, technical, admlnlstratwep and 89 per- .
cent of ‘those in servnce/éccupa't.nons vonced dnssatnsfact:cfn (Tabre 111).

Trannnng occupg ion did Seém to have an effect on the reasons
given for d:ssahsfactnon, w| th the one ye&r s tralmng limit.. y None of
those--who prepared for blue o.llar\Or‘ser\nce occupa—ﬂons felt thae
indlvtduals might need more than pne. year to maSter the maternal ina
one year program Twenty-four pe)'cent' of thosé -m c!encal and 18 per-
cent, of those}nn profejssicmal occupations fe& su‘ch ‘ar concern

Those trammg as’'service wor]cg—:s were unllkely to worry about ¢

s

person exgressing this cdncern. (Table 11y,
i N '» ) .o . T

o . ot ¢ ..

fmdmgxo;gof the “better jobs'' once tramnnwas over, with onlytone

. , ok . s -
participants Who Completed R .
Their Training « gg [ 'z :
It was hypothesized that wha‘tper or not students completed .

thenr tralmng would be reﬂected,.m tt:be:r qﬁf.etudes towards, the

D

would tend to be morq,,sat:sfled wutﬁ,i}h}: 'e’- year ‘kimit than would

,, - ‘.."‘\,;‘

. 7
. . .18y
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dropouts There were in fact no signifi nt differences in thqopinions e

- ofﬁered by voucher recnpients wh& complete their tranmng or who .
dropped out (Table lll) The only aréa mentioned more often by those
.- who completed their trairing than thdse who dropped
that, in general, one year s train"ﬁ'g does not prepar u for a "'good" .
¥ job. . s \ ! .
Jr—" A slnghtly 1315 roportuon of dropouts fellt that more tnme
was needed for Some ﬁnduals to mastef the materugl’ in a one yea' N

.

. progtam an

. ./.,» . . ) —M ’,
- [ T
L~ B - .
.o X . .

N Training Cost Restrictiongs——"

LY
. .= - o , /
A . ¢
. . When asked their opinion of the $2,500 that was availa.b’e -
o traunmg a'full 75 percent of the respondents found |t to be "'about ] )
1 , B
rnght" The remainder werg evenly split on whether $2 500 was too much , -
or too little (Table 112), o Lt
§ ’ ) dé‘ L . .
. : i TABLE 112 /[ . . ’ o
. R - . - . , ‘ <
ATTITUDE OF VOUCHER C[./tF:NTS TOWARD THE $2,500 o - t .
FOR TUITION, BOOKS AND SUPPLIES . . 3
\3 \ - - '. - . s a
. . L4 ,
@ - Percent -
$2,500 for tultrd’i and other costs( * ) —_,
- . . LT e et =
. About rlght.... ..... e . )
. ) Too Fittle... ... : ) . \
Ve /
Too muf:h....\ — -
+ ’ o » - . N ~
. Total ' % 3y ]
ot "‘\(N) .
\ \ 1
] Lo .- b
. - Among those who felt 'tha :
47 percent mentioned that. many yf/the prograrhs offered by.schools cose '
® . 3 . o
- .more than that, and. that training gptions ere ghereby 1imi ted. N s
- . . W -~ - )
3Some respondents answered that ,$2,500 was insufficient for , . X
- . — two years training and were apparently harking back.to the earhe.g R -
‘ questlon about whether one year was sufficien € r training. How- o
, ‘ever; since they see the probiem. |n a monet, ry 1ight, they weré included :
. here?- . : -.( - ! X < .
- . - . -»
"L}‘ t . . . . <y . ~‘)' ’} . ,‘./\ N N ,‘,t
RiC et D0 ST e
LN e T ; v ! C
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Two-thirds ’of the' cliepts who thought that $2,500 was insuffi-

course .of the year for which one would need Fxgra. money, For. instance,

. unexpected circumstances such as  ill health,s accidents or car repair,

‘nd.standard p'roblems like child care and Iunches might increase t:aln-

. ? ing costs, They considered $2, 5(? te be inadequate so long as there is
no additio;_}al financifig to pick up the costs of incidentals such as

N\
bcovered'f‘or the voucher cliepts;
at the program should contln:jto do so, or
of them did not know fhathN routinely mdde allowances

. . these, 61 course these expens

.maybe they wec‘g S

perhaps° s

N fo‘r ‘these kinds of expenses. . . 3

. Twelve percent of the respondénts thought that $2, 500 was over-
generous Sixpy~four percent of these people afgued that ehere were
pfenty of programs to choose from which cost less, Two other persons,
mentioned that schools mnght take advantage of the client or V|N'and

charge the full amount available, regardless of the content or usual

/ cht of the course. {On person thought that cl‘i,ents wolf1d tak.e advan-T
- tage of WIN in this way) al;le/I|3).( }. . i .
L) N f‘ ¢ 1
L0 T T TABLE 11§ . :
”‘ . REASONS GIVEN BY VOUCHER RECIPIENTS; FOR SAYING THAT THE $2, 500

LABLE FOR TRAINING ‘FUND AS TOO LITTLE OR T00 MUCH ‘

- . Percent
. - - ;{ . ~"" Mentianj
$2,500 too little L . ) (N=15)
i * . '
d May restrict .training alterpatives Do e 47
_ May need more money for books and u‘\cldentals N
" such as chi ™ care, lunch), gas, etd. v e v e e e e e 60
N EY - M
4 s . { : .
$2,500 is more than necessary v . . (N=14)
* N There are enough programs ‘which coi'f Iess ,
_than that amount . . . . .. B -
_ - 4. _ Training schools wil] t.ake= édvantage of. the . .
N "clients and will charge more for training . . . . . . .. 14
T Clients will take advantage of WIN'. .~ .". . . . . . .. -7
"+« "Depends on the.program . . . . . it 4 e 0w 4w o. N 14
L] - - e )— . t
« = 4 , i -~ 7
- " aMultiple respons:as were permitted, - .’ '
. - . .
- ’ .

Q Q, D ;'
e 19:

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

‘ \ cient peinted out that many incident‘ab problems’ might arise during the ’
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Male and Female Participants.

in general men were more Ickely to be dlssatlsfned wnth the
$2,800 than women. A third of the men but only a fourth pf~the women
said they were not satnsfued wnth it. Males were moré lik'ely (20%) -
than women (Il%) to nhlnk that $2, 500 was lnsuffncnent

extradroney mught be needed for books or kersgnal items. ’ln contrast, »
78 percent of the women' who thought the “sum—too small were)worrled

about’ the extra perfonal costs ecually those of .chn Id care.

i Of those who- thought $ 00 was more than necessary, three
‘quarters of the women said therewerée plenty Jf pro’-ams which cost

" less, © Each of the three men who thought $2 500 was too, much had a

\.(4,

different reason £of saying so (Table Illo)

(33

N )
Voucher .Participantd With Different ° f)
Educational tevels . v 4 . 'r‘.
3
fhose respondents who had already?had a post hi gh school educa-
tion were the most'lnkely to sayjtrra( $2,500 was either too- little.or W

for tra:mng For'ty four*p,ercent were not pleased On the

school graduates were Sat[SfledJ ' . - P "

2
Those who were., dlSSa”CISfled wigh the mon‘atary limit were falr‘Iy

evenly lelded at gach educational Ievel between whether the amowt was

to litsef or‘too much’ There was' but one sugm’Flcan,t di fference among
th educaz

iong! levels in the opinions exp:essed This was that those
- Who elieved that schools or cluents would take advantage of _ym by
confractlng ¥ the Iargq‘st amount alloweq weré excluswely respondénts

with 127 years of formal schooling (Table hl&)..\ .

[2

.{ '

“Ann Richardson, Vouchered 'Skill Training in WiN:i- Prograr'r:
Guidelines and Selected Empirical gindings, (Washington, D.C.: Buredy « .
of Social Science Research,™Tnc. hruary 1977, page 78, which reports g@*
that training for ''men's" occdpa ¢ often co?ts ssore,zhan that for °
”women.‘s“ jobs.

(¥ . R . V'

.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 114 g,
. M | .
& PROPORTION Of VOUCHER RECI PlENTS WHO THOUGHT THAT $2 X600 WAS
. N TOO LlTTLE OR TOO MUCH AND EfR REASONS FOR SAYING ¥O0,
. . . BY SEX AN -EDUCATION
. .o : {in Percentages) Ce . .
T — _ -
o L 3 Sex . Education .
. ’ tess Than‘ 12 More Than
. +  Hale ‘Fema,le . 12 Years Years 12 Years
. . . . - T
Percent Who Thought $2,500: .

. .

AbGut right.....ccceeveseis 67 76 ¢+, 677, 8 56

. - Too little . oviuenennennnenn v 21 ] 17 IO‘ 22

IS Too puchi...tii v iiesanenn, 13 13 , 17 9 . 22
. \ « . .. . -
L — >
. - & . Tota) Sk 101 . Yoo 10t 100 100 -
.. . oy (24) 7. (88) . . (2w (69) ~(18) -
' Reasons leen o ) Percent MentionLr;ga ,
$2,500 is Too titdle " (M) + <5) (9 R ) B (S I )
May restrict training . . "
alternatives........ feeeeres 80 33 50 , 50 50
o May need more fmey for T T T .o
< books, incidentals and . . T .
personal items............ee Lo .78 50 « 50 100
) X ' o ‘\ . r ) *
$2,500 is Too Much < - (N) - (3) an’ 3) m %) .
. . There a,e.er;ough programs to ' - -

. . choose from which cost less. 33 73 o, 67 57 75
Training schools will take - R ‘ . TN
advantage of clients......... 33 - 9 a0 729 - TN

, Clients will take - ) ’ : -
.+ adyantage of WIN..\......... - g ! - U -
Depends. on the program...... 43 9 v 7 33 - .. 25
. L ) . -
Y - hl »
’ < 2Multiple responses were permitted. . : .




i .
. Publlc and Prlvate School Paﬁtncupants . -

', L Whether the voucher cl xents:attend'ed pub'lnc or private school

able()r tralnlng Most |n each gnéu_p felt that $2, 500 was adequate.
Eleven percent of those in prlvate gzichool and 16 percent n»publlc
5chool thought it too much, and 12 and 3 percent,- respectively, con-
sidered it to be inadequate, Thay ilsg gave muth the same reasons for
holding these opinions5 and in simi [ar proportlons (Table llS)

vt * 1 v x

1

~

- .

1

Voucher Participants and Their .
Training 0coupationsgjws '

" \ A5 With the length of tralnnng, clerlcal tralnees seemed also
to be most cemfortable with the cost provns:on, 81 percent said the,
sum was ''about right," closely followed by 78 percent of the servige
workers. Perhaps these are the krnds of ¢ _lnlng programs that the

. . voyplé-_rules used in Portland were mosgt realistically geared for,
whether ar not it w£; intended Certainly those desiring profes;ional
or managerial tralnnng dld tend to €|nd the allowance unrealnstlc .

Forty-three percent, and they were evenly divided as to whether it was

< ' ﬁtoo‘srhall “or too. great a sum, reconmended against it.’ Those profes-
sional trainees’who felt $2,500 was tqo much said there,were enough

°, le3s expenslve programs to give them ,\_j‘nable *choices. Two of the three

professional trainees who sgid,'the money was not enough reported that

many prpgrams cost more than $2,500. Not unexpectedly, 67 percent of

. those tralnlng ih clerical fields who said the monetary:llmlt was “too

\- much” felt tramees should be able to fl-nd less expenswe courses,
t \)

\. in

Students |n blue collar occupattons were’a ‘I|ttle more inclined,
.

than the usual to feel that $2,500 was too little. They were equafly
. \ \likely to mention a possible need for additional .mo_ney for expenses
’\— &and the possibility that training options might be constrained by the
« ¥ ', amount suggested for training. Of those who felt $2,500 was ''too \
much,;" they were somewhat more likely than other groups to say that
the adequacy of the sum depended on the partncular program the client
“wanted to take. Thlrteen percent qf these blue. collar tra:nees and
10 percent of the clerncal worker who thought $2,500 was ''too much"
oo ‘ felt this way, though none of tho?e preparlng for other training occu-

A “pations d|d (Table 115). “

- made very little dlfference in theilm attitudes toward the $2,500 avail-

ERIC. T 8y oo o
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) TABLE 115 . . e
% 2 v . . . . i . ’
., ¢ PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RECIPIENTS WHO UGHT THAT» §$2,500 WAS TOO LITTLE OR TOO MUCH, AND THESR REASONS >
. B, « FOR SAYING 50, 8Y TYPE'OF SCHOOK, TRAINING OCCUPATION AND COMPLETION STATUS OF TMINING COURSE P
> {1n Parcentages) . - .
- ~ - \
g ' + . h School - Tralning Occupation / Completion Status * o
. . \
- . ,
1/ . Professional, © a1 r - s
. . felvate Paptc *TechnicaT, Tlerical C;i‘l‘vr Service Completed Oropped Out *
—4 ; . . Adalnlstrative * -
/ * P‘ercent Who.Thought §2,500: < ' .\ * ‘
J6 ! il “ 57 81 ' 65 * 78 . T 82 S8
’ Abdlt right........... MLl .26, ] 57 81 65 8. 82 58
Too littls.. : e e i 21 7w 17 10 21 A
Too auch........ prereeneaiiaes . 13 , 12 21 12 -13 6 9 -2
hd y k- Y S v
E Yotal 4 100 99 99 100, 100, 104 101« 100 ' - .,
i d N | - (63) (49) (14) (57) (23) o (18)e ¢ (73) (38)
2Pasons Given . . Percent Mentioning" . . R 1 , "
« " . -
Ser- o 250 isTeolinle (M- ) ] (3 O] () 3 . n . e @
- . . . 1
. May res(ric( trainlng ¢ . i .- ‘
altefnatives..... ..oooie veina. 57 38 67 so - 50 - 33- 43 50
y . ' Moy “%’d more money for . . . - -
., . books, Incidentals, and ’ .- . *
Lo ‘) personal items....,..... [T TR i 63 100, - 59 50 67 n 50
. - ‘ i ¢ .
. $2,500 Is Too Huch (N)= It «5) . (3) (6) 3) U] \ (6} (8) :
< .
Thete are enough progr;ﬂs * - M . . < .
“ which cost less to choose...... 63 50, . 100 - 67 * | 6 - X 83 50
- Tral schools u)(e - . N - o .o ‘ .
v . advantyge bf . 13 13 - 7. 33 ’ -’ - 25 ‘ .
‘ . $ < yr
s Clignts\wi I} t -\ . ’ - 7
‘ e, advantacsof \IIN eiseweianane 13 - -, . - 2 100° 17 -
. . - - . K - ’
Dependsson the progrm........“ l,.‘ , 13 * - 17 © 33 - - .25 [N .
' ~ 4 I N . A *
. . r  %Muitiple tesponses wgre permitted. : . . ,
. . . « ~ U : M .
. . s -
+ ‘ o N M , L 1 -~ d i . . P oS -~
. . N T o
AT CEE - . f A 3
. . v , X . v . R ,' PR 3 B '- AI’ 4
) - v el . .
LS . ‘ff?‘,-, - .
L . v '
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Voucher Participants Who Complered  ° ' .

Their Trainind N Y

v

1t was expected that those respondents who dropped their train-

ing would be more inclined to objett to thé $2,500 as money problems "

<

.

.ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.8

'y

. might have been one cause of their withdrawal. We found that clients

who completed training considered $2,500 to be '"about right'" more fre-

[
p quently (82%) “than those who dropped out (58%) The dissatisfied were

pvehly dnstrubuted in thinkind the nmoney to be elthe‘r too little or

too, much. There was not a great deal. of difference |n the reasons

given by ‘dropouts against those who completeti. only those who failed ’
" to cbmplete training believed that schools woufd take advantage of WIN

by charging the full $2,500 regardless of the usual cost of the training

. .
in question. ¥ , o .

Seventy-one perc$nt of those who completed and thought $2, 500

was |nsuff|caent, compared to 50 percent of the dropouts whp ‘thought .

it too small a sum, cited a possible need for more money for books ﬁrd :

-

incidentals.” The sank proportions of ‘each sald there were '"enough'*

programs avai Iable which cost less than that amount (Table 115).

.

-

-~
.

i Limiting Use of The Voucher . .
N “to Certain Occupations . '

.

- ‘e
When asked if they thought that WIN training funds, should be
applicable to any occupation or whether some, occupations should be
excluded, the majority of respondents said that tra|n|ng should be

allowed in any occupatlon, 22 percent thought there should be Some "

exclusions (Table Ilé). r

‘

»

. g .
v R

_TABLE 116

“PROPORTIONS OF WiN VOUCHER REC!PIENTS WHO THOUGHT VOUCHERS SHOULD
BE AVALLABLE FOR ANY OCCUPATIONS OR SHOULD BE LIMITED
‘e / ) . . " Percent
/- . > .
WIN Funds Shouid Be:
Available for ’ény OCCUPALIONS . ivavsatearace s 78
Limited to certain occupationS......... 22

Total % 100+
C N e D)
. (_?*,\ : . . *

A : >
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¢ . Among the respondents who recommended I'imi ts, the opinion most

frequehtly expressed was that it be restrncted to occupations for
which jobs are available in the market A number of individuals had
difficulty getting jobs in their training occupation. 5 Seventeen per-
cent Behevea“ that vouchered training gpportumtres should.be Lunu.esik .
'to JObS that.require training in order to work in the occupation in
question. Nearly a third voiced an objection tQ avocational tralmng*,

“stch as athletics or recreation (Table 117).

/
' . ‘ TABLE 117-
¢ VOUCHER RECIPIENTS WHO THOUGHT THAT TRAINING FUNDS
. SHOULD NOT BE AVAILABLE FOR JUST ANY QCCUPATION, -
-\ BY THE TYPE OF RESTRICTIONS THEY RECOMMENDED ' N
' Percenf
v - Mentioning?
Should Be Limited To: . . - s
. - N - - 3
Skllled jobs....:....i ........... eeeesesrecsternsesasasans 17
Occupations for which JObS are available - ,' !
"{n the job Market.....cveeeiiveoesssossasos creereaens Toeens b2 N
. Training which can be completed in one - s
year or with $2,500 tultion for a year........ eeeeesaaeas 4,
Occupations for which one demonstrates dptitude....i...... 13
. Should Prohibit: ' ’ .o 4- o
- \ - : . \ :
~ Occupationssyou'can get on-the-job tratning fér........... o+
Avocational training “such as athletics .
for recreatlonal' pursults....'. ........... VAP eeess 29
’ .\ . -' . -
) - - 2
- h ‘ X4 )
f’ﬁ ‘ Multipie responses weré permitted )
LY
AY
—— ,‘} ":\3 .

5For cdmplete data on ‘labor force- behavior the first three

months following_ training, see Chapter,’lV section B. Data'on)\ger-
. term labor force behavior is still under ana*lysns . .
o * n N . T -
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. Male and Female Participants . . :
g *Men were much more’ Iiliely than women to favor a restriction on
. T the occupations permitted in a Soucher training system. Forty-one
? percent of the men, but only 14 percent of the women, were so inclined.6
. + Sixty percent of these men said that training funds “should be restricted
. to ''occupations which are.available in the job market"' Itiv;sr:l?na;idr
’ concern of the meh that one be able to find work after training. while
4 3 -
; nearly & fourth of the women alsb felt this way,\they were equally
likely to mentjop that tr/almng should be limited to skilled odcupations.
This opinion was held by only -10 percent of the males. .The other major
res tri'c‘tion, proposed by about ‘30 percent of each sex, was that avoca-
* tional training be excluded (Table 118). .
. . .
) TABLE 118 ° : .
N . * L d .y N
- E VOUCHER CLIENTS WHO THOUGHT THAT WEN TRAINING FUNDS SHOULD
s * . BE LIMITED T0 "'CERTAIN OCCUPATIONS, AND WHAT SORT R
o OF RESTRI CTIONS THEY VJ SHED TO - kgPOSE BY SEX
T ) o (ln Percentages)
' - ) ‘ . Male Female
g Limited to certain occupations . . . . S e gt 4 14
) . (24)- (88) .
. i : \ ~ 'l H H ar
Should Be Liwited To: Percent Mentioning
Skilled Jobs.......,........'.;5.............'...\.r.. » 10; .,2‘3
~  Occupations which are available ' <
. #n the job markef..coow . iniiiinieeieisiieiienge s 60 23
i Training which can be completed in one A / oo e
yéar or with $2,500 “tui tion fof a year.....o.o.... - , .8
' 0ccupat|ons for which one demonstrates aptitude... +0 , 15
. $hould Prohibit: . ) ' .
'w . 0ccupat’;ons you can get on-the-job tralning or... - - 8
' Avocatiofd) training such as athletucs .
. . recreational pursults TR Y AP 30 *31
PN A v -
R () ' L. *o (10) (13)
Multiple responses were permitted | ~ -
6This is signific_aﬁt beyond the .05 level in a‘;hi"square test.
s . . ‘o R '
O ‘ . v W .0
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Public and Private School Participants >

N A ’ Twenty-two bercent of the private school students and 18_ per-
7
cent of the public school students felt that 'vouchers should be avail-

., able for training '"in just certain occupagtjons'} (Table”119). The

R chief concern of 50 peréent of the private school trainees was that -

“vouchers be reserved for tralmng in those occupations in which there .
are JObS available in the j ob market. Two « ofThe—me“pub}rrsthooL;

. students made the same recommendation. Those enrolled in public schools '

- ., were more .iqclined to be concerned that avocational tralmng be excluded
with 56 percent holding. to this belief. Fourteen percent of those in
privgte schools mentioned this. This differential is probably partly a
reflection of the fact that it is in public schools mofe often than
private schodls that avoc:atiOna’I training is offered, (Tabl-e 119).

~

§ . * g
.
& * “ P

~ TABLE 119

.
»

. 3
' __VOUCHER CLIENTS WHO WANTED TO-LIMIT WIN TRAINING FUNDS TO CERTAIN
© OCCYPATIONS', AND WHAT THOSE LTMI'FS WERE TG BE, BY THE TYPE
- OF SCHOOL WHERE THEY GOT THEIR TRMNINGa

. - ¢ ’ (v Percentages) . :
¢ ' . ’ . Private Public | ~ * |
+ e v » N B ——— -~
Limit to cgrtain'occupatjons’. e e e e e e e 22 18" .
M) , e L () -
Should Be Limi ted To: - \ I Percent Mentioning®

L3
Ied_lobsl 29 - - o

. . Occupadtions which are available -
. in th Jobmarket.... ... . tiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiaa sl 50770 22
Traifing which can be comp“leted in one g o i |
- year With* $2,500 tuifTon €OF @ YEar..eeeessssoo 7 - .
°; '0ccupat|0ns for which one demonstrates aptitude... 7 t 22 ) o
Cee > , .- - 4 *
Should Prohlbit: . o LT
“ . ' Occupations you can get on-the-job training for... 7 N - '
B Avocational training sych as athletics ' LT :
- . or~recreati0nalpursuits........&..............'... 14 56 - 7, -
' - PR ! . © 7
- (n) (14) (9) .

>

PMultiple ‘responses Were permitted,
[y . ¢

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Volicher Participants Wi'th Different

Educational Le,vels7 ’ ‘

"each educational level thought’ there should be'limit3tions.

—ﬁ—‘voucher_Earticlpants and Thefr te , . : .

LeveP of educa'tlon made no material d|fference in whether o(
not recuplents thought that some klnds of occupatlons should ‘be pro-

hibited in a voucher trﬁlm_ng system (Table 120) . "Abéut;e fifth at

. - B .

Training Occupations T _ s e ]

Thqre was a significant difference by training pccupation in
the proportions suggesting that some occupations be excluded from a

voucher system (Table 120).° tn particular, those ‘in clerlcal train-
L™

ing were less likely than expected {on the basis of marginal dlstrlbu-

tions) to suggest occupatipnal restrictions on vouchered training.
) .
-

Voucher Partuupants who Completed : . ~ -
Their Training ¢

A}
Completion was not a factor.that influenced clients'

opinions

on this matter. Twenty-two percent of those who‘a completed training,
and 16 perceht of the dropouts thought WIN should Jimposa restrictions
on the kinds of occupafions for which voucher recipients could get .

training (Table, 120).

o/ , :

~

7There were only a small number of people who wanted to exclude
pa?tlcular occupations. Consequently, when they desgcribed the occupa-r
tions they wished to exclude, and were broken up into subgroups with
three or mote categorles, the numbers became too small for us to have
much comfidence in the reliabi Ilty of' detailed comparisons. Therefore,
we will on the whole deal only with whether, they felt certain occupa-
tions should be excluded, but not which ones.

, : ]
o 8The chi Square for this d|str|butlon is 10.8; p is sugmflcant
beyond .05.° ° -
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. . : . LYOUCHER RECIPIENTS BY VNETHER THEY THOUGHT THAT WiN TRAINING FUNDS SHOULD BEJLINH‘ED T0 CERTNN OCCUPATIONS ~ .. h
. . OR AVAILABLE FOR ANY OCCUPATIONS, BY EDUCATION, TRAIHING OCCUPATION
) - .. . AND “COMPLETION STATUS oF TM!N!NG COURSE ) . ., . 3
. . r/\ - « ™ (In Percentages) ' . .
¢ N . "; . 4 €ducétion Tralning 0cdupatTon Completion Status
. . .
« Lroa Lo ;  Professiongl - . ° ‘
B e o o yLess Thah 12 . More Than ¥ * Blue
K - echnical, Clerical Service Completed Oropped Qut ’
. ‘. v 12 Years Yoars 12 Years Administratve Cotlar s ‘., 2
. . . ’ < U . k4
. - . - - » *
M Funds Should Be: ' . * , ! - ’ N bl ' L9
. - . 4
. ‘A_valhhlc for any » - . N B =, .
N occupatlon.....,.........). 79 81 8 57 89, - 65 83 78 8 .
. . . ’ N - .
2 ‘Linited to Just certaln ~ — T e — R —
vt $ occwatigns..il el . 2 19 22 b . n 35 v Al 2 . o .
« E
. R g . [y : ¥ v . LY | .
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. "\ Clients' Additional Suggestions For -
. N Improving The Voucher System !
. * [}

[

« Voucher cl|ents were given a last opportun|ty to share their
suggest:ons for |Mprovnng 'the voucher system. Their suggestions fell

into flve major areas:, accountability, flexibility; freedom, more -

|nfbrmat|on and more services (Table 121). . . .
- -
‘\ . The most frequently mentioned suggestjon was the need for more
. services. Twenty percent of those with ideas for improving ‘the voucher
. -
' system said that more money was needed. for car ma|ntenance, child care,
i U T —
health care "and “incidentals related to rraining, Seventeen percent of
3 the voucher clients felt that® personal attention and guidance was the
. L 2.

éreatest lack in the voucher system. : .

The need for more informationfwas mentioned qu1te ofter by the

cher clT%nts "Thirteen percent of the people offering suggestl%ns
elt |nformat|on on the reputatlon of the training schools should be

-prOVIded to the client. Sdfie felt the need to have |nforman10n avail-

able.on )ob avaulablthy before they committed their VOUCher Some
feltrmorg |nformat|on on the voucher system itself as well as informa-
tion on mon|es avai lable from WIN for training needs should be provided.
One of the stronger |deas to emerge was that both erlpuents
and schools ought to be held accountable to WIN for the actions they
tpok, and where or how the monby was spent. WIN should ‘'keep c}oser
track of' students and be in ctoser touch wnth the schools see that
seudents' needs are being met, know how the money is being spent,
_require 5chools to have ''better records of student costs, knaw th7
ground for termipation, and.see that clients are making a seribus
effort to ful ™) their role as, students." Therefwas some reseptment
gainst people who kept‘droppjng out and then starting.again o: who

ere otherwnse hot serious about tralnlng The respbndents felt that

ERIC Y o
. 4 . . ', -
- ‘
- g
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TA TABLE lZI

CHER SYSTEM

. Percent
Menraon ingd
(N=76)

Suggestions

Accountabi |i;/1 . ty
» Clients an chool/s should be held accountable to

WIN for their actlons.......;.......................’..:....
e R
t'lnformatnon

4 .

Should be glven information on the reputatjon of
. tralnlqg__schools....................3.......,..............

Should be given information about monies available
from WIN for training needs‘

\

Should be given information on job availabilit‘y .
before commi'tting VOUCHBF . vt tereenntineecansnseuscnanss

‘Shoubd pe glven more *tnformation about the vOuther

system,,._,

A
Obligations of school WIN and welfare Should.be
outlined to |essen confusfion on resources............r....

w -

,

& ~
‘Servi ces . . (.

Money should be provlded for chi Id care health
care and incidentals related to training......ecccediueens

. Mofe«persona'lli attention and guidance are neededi...f...... 17

Flexibility

Tralning limits shBuld be longer.......... . iveedieuuuie,

Shiould a1low clients torﬁarticxpate on a part-timé basis..
stricted by speciff deadhne‘s...

T{'ainlng should not be
Ghange eligibility requirements...........................

s
F reedom

~reedom

L3

I
WiN Should allow cllents more freedom in the pr{ogram......

-Migcelraneous A .-

. tlients should be given vocational apt&tude tests f’
vwhen‘they enter ulu....a

Complaints.about the red tape and slcvheg.s at VIN(;......

Ciiticisms of WIN counsBlors....vveeeneerennene oL, .,
Other‘,....
. N L)

Multiple responses were permntted
Z U

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

«
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. - Another kind o‘f suggestion made, ‘though less often, was the
>need for Wore- flexibility in the voucher systeJn Respopdents felt .
tranmng limits should be Ionger, clients Should be allowed to partzl-
pate on a parf-time basis, training should ndt be restricted by, specific
-deadliﬁes, clients should be given more time to commit the voucher and

¢ find an appf'opriate school, and the system o'ught to be available to

.2 wnder range of people. While eight percent 6% the“voucher clients

of\fer ng suggestions felt that the system pught to be open to a wider
range of people, sqme ‘felt af the same‘tume that not‘everyone should

be given a voucher ,They expressed concern that there wg;'.e people who
really needed or waRted something like this, but whom the rules d|'s- :

qualified from participating, wherea.s it was available"to others who

N ’
-

<ou'ld do*wr%hout its— B

.

yAlong with g more flexible vouch‘er system, mduvnduals wanted.
more freedom. SThey wanted to be left more on the|r own to make decn-
sioms about extra com'ses, whlch bookstore to use or whether to change

schoobs if*necessary. .7t , .

As tan be seen in Table 121 clients" suggestions were varied,
.

- . L] ” - .
and coyed a wide range of areas for improvement and change. L
’ . . - .
I ~9 * N . * IS ’
Summar ' ~ . I
. -, - g
.
¢ . e N . ’O . . .
tn all, almost 60 percent of the voucher recipients did not

think that one year was a suff.icienkamount of time in,which to” train.

° Clients with more than a high school éducatlon,'_;those who went to public

2

schools, and those who trained for pro\fessional.or service jobs, were

'the ones least 'satisfied with the one ye.ar maximum for i’Jaining The ,

least likely to c?mplam were ‘those with o dependent, clients who'

chose Wivate schools and those who took tRalmng for blue collar jobs.
A majority of respondents’ felt that\$2,500 would be adequate ~

~for tralnlng expenses. Those who Were least, Iukely to obJect to the

proposed al lowance were hlgh school graduates, those who tranned in,

3

cidrical or service occupatnons, and those who completed the1r traifing.
.About 80 percent of .each of thése groups thought $2,500 to be "about
rlght" for tr‘qlmng~ ln contra,st to thjs’, voucher clients with more

than a hlgh schoo.l educatuon’ those who trained in m‘ofessional
- A}
- e . »

-
.
-
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technical -or administrative otcupations, and clients who did hot CTom="
ete their training each had more than 40 percent of their _groups -
dissatisfied with the amount of mOney available. Interestingly, in
each _group they were pretty euually divided as to wl\ether $2, 500 was
too much or not enough. Men were slightly more Tikely to obJect than
were women. T " . : .
.Men were more apt than women, to favor restrictions on the type 7
institutional t-ralnlng adailable. Tralnees for c]encal and service
work were least hkelyc to see a need for such limi tations. . Lt
- .The one restriction menttoned most often‘was that tra,lmng be
Iu(;:ed to occupations in which JObS .were avai Iable in the Job market.-
Clients' suggested that tralnlng should be Iumted to skllled ;\55,
OCCupatIOnS for which one demohstrates an aptd tude and occupatlons
ot:her than thcse that wou'ld b’e considered avocat:onal -
*  As can’be seen, the clients’ suggestlons were varied-and
coveted a wude range Sf 3reas for amprovement and change. 0f those
who of fered suggestmns, some wanted to ghaqge the ellglblhty requkre-
ments, others «‘found the program rules to be too- restrlctlve. . .
- stin others had suggestions for different yays in which they’ "’
warted the regulations to be relaxed. Respopdents looking at a
slightly fi fferent aspect of the program--the comnii tment of the Voucher
) and the execution of the tratnlng--saw a need for greater-control by

WIN. Thex recotménded that WIN be more concerned with what happened

after&h{e’%hent recenved a voucher, They, felt WIN should’ requrre
that
schools--shoulql be-held respon51ble to WIN for its prOp%r expendi turek.

se who bepeflted from tfe tratnrng money-~<both cI|ents and

. Some peOpIe 5uggested that WIN-give more help to clients in .

dealing with the voucher, or making career decisions. Often the main

need at onentatron and later was for |nformatpon'\ ﬂ‘ -~
v .

-
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¢ We have covered a very larfge amount of data. ifi the preceding
chapters. |t remains for us now to assembie .in coherent form ouf con-
-~

clusions based' on a varnety of flndlngs that relate to each other in ,

- . ’

rather complex patterns: . *

¢'~

‘ In order to impose somé- order on the complexnty of relatlonx
- ships*,émong the phenomena we observed in Portland, we will divide our
conp.lusions along three principgl dimensions. The first focuses on the
. suitability of vouchering as a means of achieving the objectiv‘es of the
. WIN program’\ The second dimension focuses on the recurring issue &¥
. occupational self-determlnatnon ‘dhd its effect on achieving the objec-

tives of WIN, and the third d|mens|on focuses on the polvcy |mpl|cat|ons

, , of ourgfindings. . )
. ) -,
: : Suitability of Vouchering as a Means of' Achieving
s . .. the Objectives of the WIN Program X \
e , . . -

- -
L}

3 ) youchered institutional training was designed as an alternative
method. for acquiring occupational skills within the .already exustlng

WIN struc%ure 1t was deS|gned to afford greater self- determination

ot to those participants who wbnted it. It was hypgthesrzed that by

: offerlng thls optlon, the program would be Strengthened by |mprovnng
:' ' the delivery’ system, thus resultnng in more favorable, outcomes. From
: out data, it is <lear that voucherlng is a reasonable alternative to

the copventional system. Vouchered tralnees were as, s,atnsfned ,as regu-r

‘
] lar WIN ‘trainees with their tratmng. as Ilkely to complete thelr train-_,

ing, as hkely to be in the Iabor force within the first three months
- ) follom.pg trann?ng, as likely to be working in the OCCUpatlon for which
i they were, trained, and as satisfied ,wnth thei!f;rstgob as the partici-
pants in the tradntuonal HIN “systeq, They earned at hj ghéi' ratés than

* 1

- re.gu-lar responden ts did,

While this was the bverall effect of vouchering, it is of vital

>

‘k’:f&.wv, I
- mpo)tance to look at” the effect voucherlng had on subgroups of partici-
pants. Unlike our oVerall findings, when we look at theseffect of:
~ * - - . . :
. o ¢ . N .
) .r * ¢ . - el L. ..
ERIC™ 77 o0 Rey
oo N . ' . .. .
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vouch€ n su roups we find it hecomes more difficult. to measure
7 » -
nsuccess.'! The s subgroup, may be dJssatasfxed with their: training, .

but more likely complete it, yet unl|kely to be ip theml%bor force,

‘1t is therefore necessary to decide what c‘gterla were of interest and
at what,partucular time. Were completnon gates, or proportion in the
‘Jabor force of Qreater interest? was training satlsfactlon, job satis-
factidn, or salary of prime importance? TaBle )22 summarizes the -
effects of voucherlng for subgroups of reSpondents: The narrative

will now focus on only the really-salient f|nd|ngs, those areas where

vouchering had a relatively Iarge aff}ct on partlclpants' training

expér|ences and early labor force behavior.

’

whtle the male participants were more affected by voucherlng

than any other subgroup (except fof those with blue coltar tralnfng
who were predomlnately male); it |s difficult to Judge the relative .

success of men in one or,the other systedr. That estlmate.depends very

R

much on whether fhterest focuses on completnon/getes, labor force
behavuor or job satisfaction. Men Jn the voucher system were Iess
sax|sf|ed,W|th thejr institutional training and less 1|kely to complete

it. However, they were more likely to be in the labor force were more
satisfied with their job, and ‘were earnlng at hugher rates than their
regular’ ‘counterparts. Vouchering had only a modetate effect on the train-
ing experiences of women both those requnred to participate in*WIN and ;‘{
those martucnpatlng voluntarilyT whnle the former were more satisfied -
with their institutional troining than thelr regular counterparts, .
they tended to be opm of the labor forge more often. Volunteer'women'

’on the other hand, were more likely than theiT regular counterparts to

have completed their traiping. ' e

B

The.least educated respondents, those with less than 12" yeafs
of educatnon, were slightly gore likely to be successful in the vouchereJ
system than in the nonvouchered system while theyswere leds satlsfled
w1th their institutional tralnnng, they were more likely to be earnung ..
hlgh wages, and -more likely than their regular counterparts to be —~ -
satlsfned with the first job they had after the|r training. Respondents
w|th 12 years of education were relativer unaffected by vouchejing
VOucher participants wlth more thaq,[ihxears of educatlon vwere less®
succeszul in’ the voucher system than in the regular system They were

IS “ ~ - 2t ’ .
,

» <
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- L .‘ (N "‘k'i%" Changes Due To Voucherlng ) 7 )
. . ln . worklng In ) Ty :
Training - Job High . )
. . - Completfon Labor Training : '
> . Satisfaction . Force Occupation Satisfaction ‘*Earnings- )
. ! . ] . . ’
Al i msiesseannennnnnnas + o + o \ - .
Hales.ooounyunnnnnnn, heeeas b 7T -b : +b I
Mandatory fsmple.......;;..: ..... +b - X -b ’ = . -
. Volunteer female,.....0....... . - +b - - 3)‘. .,
Less than 12 years educatlon, b - + L+ - = 3.
12 years education..... creeees ’ + + - -, % .
More than 12 years education.; + ; -b . - -b .
18-29 years old............... + 3 st.ts b .
T 30 years or older............. - - + - . *h K
0-1 dependents.,........... c Twp T +b " T - \
2-3 dependents...... “eseseanas c +b - ¢ IR
L or more dependents.... ..... . <+ C +b ; * -b c .
" Prqfessional, technical . : . . N . -
administrative tralnlng ..... Co- +b ° -b b > -
Slerical trafning..s...>..... + - +b - .
"8lue coliar Iu:a%nlng +b by «b b ‘ . .
Se‘ry,lce—t:alning.w...... ..... b . . --b % 7. - - ) +b +b . T,
' e : - i - s~ ' ‘
PSRN . - s N B 7 . V.
. q, Y FBased on regression estimates,. = : . s * ..
o B . - e M
LA Espec1ally lange effects of voucherlng*‘ [+ or -] 10 or more percentage ﬂglngs away fron grand mead. - -
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less l|kely to comp1cte thenr tralnlng, less InkePy to.be working ine

| the(r training OCcupatnons, and less satlsfaed'wnth their work.
Looking at the partlcnpants by age, we found that vouchering

youngen, and older respondents. Younger voucher participants were less

Tikely an#“older voucher espondents were more likely than their regu-

|n the Iabor
3

cllents wrthjt

orce the first three months followrng training.

tralnlng thap the\r reghlar WIN courterparts, though,less likely to be

satisfied with the{y jobs.

voucher system. While they were more Lgﬁely thans
ﬂthenr regular counterparts to have.compléted their tratning, they were
less likely to be in the labor force. However, those in the labor
force were\more~like}§ to be satisfied witH their job than were similar
regular WIN trainees. : h
- Voucher|ng had different effects on WIN parélepants depending
on whether they chdse professronal~ clerical, blue collar or service
occupatlbns " Those preparlng for blue collar or service occupations
were the most ‘affected by the addntaon of "this alternative méthod for

acqulflng oceupatlonal skitls. Respondents preparung,for blue collar

, occupations were more satisfied with their training, more likely to

complete lt,,more 1fkely to be worknng in their tralnlng occupations,

and'1|kely to be earn:ng at a hlgher rate. They were however, less

ILker to betin the labor force and less likely to be satisfied with
their JObS thap those in the conventlonal WIN system.

-

the VOUCher system preparing for servnce occupatuons were less Inkely

Though those in

to complete their tralnlnggand less satlsfued wnfh it than those in
the regular system- with servsce tranang occlpations, they were more,

likely, to be in the labor force dur|ng the f|rst three months follownng

traun:ng, and more l:keJy to be satisfied with their JObS For those
. ‘o
" R IO Lo
(%4 . d’v“:./l Y
- 4 k9 -
Y P

cﬁaﬂged the probabnlnty of workung in one's traln{"@ occupation for both

Voucher'

*or three dependents were more Ilkely to '‘complete @heur '

Responden;s with large .families had.rather °

¢
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. with professional and clerical training occupations, it is particularly

. pecessary to deslgnate the crzterca of success. Voucher respondents
with professional occupatuons were more erly to complete their train-

ing than their regular counterparts were, but less likely to be in the

' . labor force or w3rk|ng in theit training occupations. Those who were
working however, were more satisfied with théir jobs. Voucherin_g

occupational training had less effect on those who prepared for

clerical occupations than those in any other field. Those in the

*voucher system were more likely to be in'the .labor force the firs

B three months after training, though less Ilkely to be satisfied

their JObS ghan those in the conventional system with the 'same qctmpa- ' :
, tion. . o ’ “
- 'ln ummar!y, thgse subgroups who wete generally more successful
4 in the voucher system than in the conventlonal system were the males,
the least educated, those withtwo or three dependents, thosd over 30
*years ‘of age and those who prepared for blue collar or serv:ce occupa- s '

'z! | tlons. The subgroups who were more suctessful in the tradltuonal' system

were those wi th more than 12 years of education and those between the

s RN

) q/ ages of 18 and 29. Interestingly, most subgroups were overaFl as 15
* successful in the vougher system as- the regular system yet if ‘one - N *
\ decides to look specifically at completlon rates or labor force behav- a , L e
i " ior for example, one may. find differendes. # v Pt

,,Hhtle t e\personal charactemstncs of those who were more Ssuc- et

- ) o~ .-

cess ful. in the \(oucher system than jin the conventconal system are .
A
important, it |s\the major |ssue-autonomy in cholce of occupatlon and .

training |nst|tut|on--wh|ch mos t clearly dlstungunshes the two systems.

. . l e E
‘ .. Autonomy . !
: L ‘ ”~ . . - - Wt 1 >
3

. . b

S . there are _in.dicat_ions that allowidg izndividyals .to make occupa- \§
tional decisions autondmously has a positive effect on achleving WIN « ¥
)"object‘ives,} Those ingiv'iduals who were in the conventional WIN system . K )
.and were allowed to decide from themse lves what occupation they should
pursue and what |nst|tut|on they should ,attend were more satnsl"led with ,
their traiping than those who had such decisions made for them. They .

<\ ' :

[Arutex: provided by ERic . e
1
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- were much more likely to complete their tra|n|ng than those who' de
not have autonomy. . .
While autonomy had a consistently positive effect on those in
the conventioral WIN system, this did not occur as consistently in the
voucher system, Voucher clients who chose therr own training occupa~
tion were more satnsfued with their training an were those.whq did”
- not, but those who chose thenr own training”institution were Iess

likely to be satisfned wrth thenr training. Clients who chose their

own training occupation were less Inkely to comple training .

than those who received WIN assistance. While thi§ might lead one to,
. suspect that atuonomy does not achieve WIN objecti s, the more mixed
experiénée of the autonomous voucher respondents is probably due in
part to certain difficulties of iqplementation of the‘voucher system *

. -within. an aiready ope}aiing,prpgram. Several WIN counselors reaéied

to the expe;imebtal program by, wlthholding support before or during 7/
the training period. Self-assessment counseling was meant to be avail-
able to voucher clienés, but often was not actually offered or used.

As we have seen, self-assessment counselnng had effects -on completnon

rates which in turn affected Jabor force behav10r, earnings and job .
satisfaction. Since the autonomOus regular WiN partlclpants ‘were, - .
general ly the most ''successful,' there is good reason to believe that

. " granting autonomy in at least the oce;bational choice contributes to

-

the achievement of WIN objectives. o N

¢ ' .

Program Ilmplications ' .

i ! N =
. ‘ Although we do not yet have the longer-run final results of

" the longitudinal study, there are conclusions that can be drfawn from

thns phase. Since we are\cohsidering only questions of client behavior

and attutudes, thns section translates the findings |nto a series of

options ava|lable to WIN administrators. _The '‘uniqueness' of the

: Portland WIN clients however, must e kept in mind. While the Portlané

exper:ence suggests that many of the concerns which had been expréssed

- ahout vouchering were not well- ~founded, we cannot automatica¥ly gener-

) o alize the findings and conclusi6n51fr0m this study beyond that local
h Y . N * ~
* program,\ . T . "
N R ' ] . ‘ .
o . . "l v e .
“ ¢ .
5 Q I Z _1_'.3. ’ .

7'12\!(:‘ ( ' ‘ ‘ »
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OBTION 1

Vouchering as it exnst=d in Portland (with the

excegtion .of longer trhpining as suggested by par-
Y%an be offered as an option
+More informdtion and more

ticipants themselves)
. to anyone interested.
staff support should
for "vulnerable" grf'ups.

available, particularly

. gPTION LI

Using whatever criterjon of success is considered
most appropriate (e.g}, completion rates, labor
force ‘behavior) eligil ility for the voucher system
‘might be limited to thoSe groups pho have the
highest potentsal for}success. We know that cer-
tain. subgroups of th¢ respondents were more suc-
cessful in the. vouchef system than other subgroups,
for example, those whd -had afr-occupatnon in mind-
when they entered WiN|were more {ikely than those
who had no occupation|in mind to complete their
training and more likély to be working in their
training occupation sqon after training; those in
.blue collar and servig¢e occupations- responded more
positively to the vougher system than those in -
professiopal or cleridal: occupations. ~ -

OATION 111

Alter the ‘basic vouchelring ‘system as it “existed in
(Port!and Tince a bas|ic component of the voucher

.

system from the client
in decision~making, and
occupational self-dete
effect on training.sat

E' point of view is autonomy
there is, evidence that
Fmination’ has a positive g
sfaction, completion rates

and labor force belavior, this component might be

grafted onto the exist
want it. |In this case
within the regular sys
program.

ng WIN systéem for those who
autonomy would be .an option
em” rather, than a separate
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-term employment experiences and AFDC status of voucher rec_ipi_,énts are

. still under analysis. As Tar as the short run experiences examined in
)

. -
" this report go, voucherwparticipants did’ as well as the in Ehe 'tradi- i
A - . -
. ) tional WIN system even though they had -algreat deal less assistance “,
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- . STUDY~0F VOUCHERS FOR TRAINING ° . *
- . v
. o~ - * a
‘ ' . Introduction s ! !
. e ~ ’ R LA
. 7~ . . . ) . i
Hello, I'm interviewer name . from West Coast Community Surveys. | have

been given your name as one of the people who got a voucher for skills training.
You may remember we interviewed you before when you committed the voucher to ’
the training institution, Now that you ve left tralnlng, we'd like to talk to .
you about some of the school and work experienges you may have had, - .,

- I3

. . \

You may stop-the |nterV|ew at any t'me and do not have to answer any ~particular =
questuon unless you want toy . .
-~ Ld e .

- b {‘
LN " . +
. )

The purpose of ‘the study is’ to find ways to imprgze the operation of programs
like this so that people are more successful, Yous own answers wn]l be put
together with those of other partlcnpaﬁfgbnn the ‘program and used for statistical
analysis like a_publi¢ opinion pol\ -No one except the staff of 'the sfudy team
will see the nnformatoon you give me. They use spegial procedures to keep the
information confidential. For example, they remove this front sheet with your

gang on it as socn as they reccive this form Your name 15 never put:on the

. . .

- questuonnalre itself. - } / .
—" o . :" u . LN
< . . CALL BACK RECORD *' - )
N N N s - T —— .
. . ) i . -
b . -
. . ' » * o !
. * 4 - ' LaL
) — . ) N ) - -
I . K M
I R [ 4 a .
. - - J——_ -
v N » ” bt ’ -
.y '.' <, B
~ . P . )
3 . ‘ i ;
' ’ s ‘. *
. ’ 1
e \ — - - R - &
- / ’ )
. -« ¢ .
& . -\ . N : .« *
Respondent: : . Phone: . . . s,
o d : - -
ldress: :
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.



 TIME INTERVIEW BEGAN: -| -
- e . M

Let me check to make sure my records are correct. You gave the voucher to o
(SCHOOL) for training as a (TRAI NING
0CCUPAT|0N) and’to ' (SCHOOL) for training as.a

(TRAINING OCCUPATION) ig?t?
. . N B ! -

CORRECT AS NECES$ARY: ENTER ON CHECK LIST FOR FUTURE REFERiNCE
IF SECOND SCHOQLIIS MENTIONED SKIP TO 18, . *

&y

. Did you give.ydq' voucher to another school?

ks

Ho (SKIP TO Q 2)
Yes ete

+
“)F YES, ASK B-If: .
B. What other school did you give the voucher to?

? ’ s

L4

&LHOOL: °

ENTER OK CHECK BiST. ASK ALL OF FOLLOWING QUESTIONS
ABOUT SECONp SCHOOL. C, \
— . . 3

-

. .
-

What occupation did you get training for thére?

T x

0CCUPAT! ON: - . .

ENTER DN CHECK LIST. ASK ALL FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ABOUT SECOND OCCUPATION.

what Ied you to give the voucher tb the other school? (Why N
d'id 'you chbme schools’)

2. ASK ALL: - .

A. Did you attend (SCHOOL)? (}MPORTANT: ASK ABOUT 2ND SCHOOL IF
MORE THAN ONE) -l . . \

LV '

"Yes (SKIP FO Q. 3)

{f NO: yhat happened to change your plans about gonng to
scnool? 1-(IF<NEEDED. Why did tiat keep you from going?
Any othef reaspns?) . P - )

ALY | v

ROW SKIP T0 Q.




3. ASK ALL'WHO ATTEHDED ONE 'QR MORE SCHOOLS>

id you complete the training, or did you leave before you
inished? . t
I

D)
f
’ Completed (SKIP TO Q. 4). .

‘. " Droppedout . ., . . . . .
oF DROPPED OUT: Why did you leave before you finished

training? (IF NEEDED: Why did that mdke you leave? Any
other reason$?)

-

: < .

. A. Were there a‘n; schools that r\efﬁfé”ed your \{oﬁcher?
-~ No (sKIP F0 Q. 5)e v oo
L Yes., o ' e . o

JFIF_YES:
B. Which school(s)?

C. Why _d%e\; refuse:

.

.
-




» < '“& - .
» . . b o .
. . ° M < X ‘ L ae
: -3- J B
o . )
- 5. Me're interested’in the kinds of adhissions procedures you went 7
through at _{(SCHOPL) . I'm going to read you a list of state-
. ments about admissions' procedures. For each one please tell' me
. whether or not you had that experience. R
N L ) v Don't
. . No Yes Remember
- A, | had a general interview with some member Y
of the staff ¥ . . . . « . 2.0 ¢« o o o ¢ 0 i 2
, - IS - .,
‘s, They asked about my past work experience . o -1 72
. . o
1
v C. Ahey asked about my earlier schooling. . . 0 1 2
S ] L. . ,
: 0. T/hey asked me for school transcripts . o . 0 ] 2
4 . " ,\
L E. They asked for references from pFevious ..
emploYerSe « o o o v o o o o 0 g o o e . e 0 | 2
+ % F. l-tqok a geferal intelligence test . . . . ¢ O i 2
. - i .
*
6. | took an educational achievement test . . 0 '/é i 2.
. N . . ry R +
H. | todk an occupafional aptitude test . . . 0 I 2 .
N vy A}
sk, N Were there any other admtssnon procedures . "
- | haven't mentioned? + "L .'. 4. .it wes L O 1. 2
. e L] - . . . . -
v < J. -IF YES TO 'I's What otRer procedures do.you have ¥n mind?.
.‘/\L 'q . ' a - ) - 0
L] - . ’
. - 2 t
o \_,,..\ N - ) 'r. , 5 i .
3 ~ : -
. . * ., . . -
- ‘ d ' * . ) ’ ! - 4
i » ’ ) e e '
\ "’ e . ] - - .
. }F YINO" TO ALL PARTS OF QUESTION 5, -ASK 6A. OTHERWISE, SKIP “T0 Q." 1
. - ¢ A} S } .
SN . . - N .
* 6. A, Dideyou just.sign up, without bemg asked any parhcular ques~- '
.tions, or taking any tests or anythnng ~ . -
o N : NO W o v o e, 0
) N con . Yes, o e e e .
- 7. A, .Did ‘angone at _. (SCHOOL) help you in deudung, on your
. interests or occupationial -goals? *
K
. e \ No (SKIP TO Q. 8) %,, . 0
8 Lt = . . YeS 4 o v o o o 0 0 oo dF
0 ~ “ ¥ -
< . oo
Q ) . . ¢ o
- oo R : P
ERIC 215 .. '




e

What did you discuss?

. -
«
A i

om the school on deciding your

Did you need (more) Eodhseling fr
interegt and goals? o
' Dot DR
el No (SK1P TO Q. 9) . .
¢ .t Yes o v 0 v v 4 u s

B, IF YES: What did you need more cougseling (help) on? .
iPReBE FOR SPECIF IC RESPONSES) .. ‘

3 8

-

o

N
N

@
. ~
o . -

gi@e you advice on the suit-

g, ‘Ao Did.anyone at __ (SCHOOL)
'abilitx of your interests and goals? .

’ No (SKIP'TO Q. 10)

vv t Yes., . . e

-
* »

Y

%8, pF.NES: What did you discuss?

’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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VY .
‘

10. A. Did you need (more) advdce from the school on the suit-
< ability of your interest and goals? . )
‘ " Mo (SKIPTOQ.11). .. ©
\‘. . Yes o ¢ v o v 0 o o e 1%
1F.YES: What did you need more: counselnng (help) on?

*B,
(PROBE FOR SPECIFIC RESPONSES)
4 ! " d
* « - ~ ‘ 1 . 4
N, . Lt i - -
- T i = g \ o
- v . . ’ %
- ce " R '3
. - S
_ t . - "
LA | Y % Did anyone at (SCHOOL)  give you advice on tranmng needs
- = and the courses you should take?
< _ No (sm TO'n\rz/
- . Yes. . . )
*B, F YES: wha_t did you discuss? ,
- \\‘ i
~ b
e - - . -
- - d .
. N 4
i 2 . o - . ’
IO N
I\ uwwv - - <
-
~~ ! * :
. ‘ _ . ) . . "”}\;‘
. > ‘ ’. &
L L T 240
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Q B :
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‘ R peory v
. =6~ s . ‘
. ? :
12. A. Did vyou need (morS) couhselmg from the school orl training . ‘
. needs ang course selection?, s .
No (SKIP TO Q. 13). 0 .
R Y- L -
*B. “F YES: What dxd you need more- counseling (help) on" . h
(PROBE FOR SPECIFIC RESPONSES) )
+ > - *
b - L]
< ’ A ~ [5Y - '
. ) , i 3
. e . ~
$
‘ 9 -5 . :\ ' y
. ‘ ’ M
.. ¢ J
. ~ °
. £
4
i 13. A. Did anyone review your progress in training with you?
f B . ¢ N
3 - . AN No (SKIP TO Q. 114) . O .
) oo ® YeS o v v v v 0 e e e e e .. B b4 '
“B. IF YBES; What did y'ou discuss? ¢ -,
<
- . -, - - - Ld
- - t
‘. ) !
L] -
¢ ! ! " »
<
. -
« - Y .
N < . ~
4 . 3 ? X -
« * ’ * *
€ . 1Y
- . 3¢y . oL . ‘
<o , s
- : 4 <R 4
. . ' - ° . _ } ) ‘ B
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14, <A, Did you need (more) counsel:ng on your progcgss int tramnng" . )
- . No (SKIP TO Q. 15). .. 0 .-
i S v e efe s s s s e ¥ .
¢ M ‘. r’
. \ %B, |IF YES: What d»d you neeéd more cbuns lnng on? (PROBE FOR X .,
SPECIFIC RESPONSES) _ . .
F AN ‘- i . !
. , . . ‘ . . \.
’ > .
H
R ‘L Y :. . N
PR . L.
T - ) < . 3
. o . .
‘ - ‘- - e
. - . * - . r - - . v ’
15. A. D:;! anyone give ymggcsgg counseling (say,-on your ‘ :
appearance or pcrsonal problems you mnght~have»been having)? .
. No,(SKlP T0 Q. 16) ... 0
: Yes...............‘l* “
*B. LE YES: What did youdiscuss? N g * . .
N ’ ' e | ' . .

f v . ( . L4 . -
» k s N . .
N v ' . . .
‘ \ - - - .
” - 43 - b
—— B .- \
! : Al
‘ -
. <
' A

F
\ 4 ? . ‘
--
N N 4 1 « e “ -
‘y ‘ -~ : . . *
O . . 3 . .
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», 16, A. Did you nced (more) personal counseling from the school? .
. ) No (SKIP TO Q. 17). . . O
! . Yes .« . . IO

#B, IF YES: What did you need more counseling on? (PROBE FOR
) SPECIFIC RESPONSES) ‘

.
. ~ Pa .—-,\-\ -
- rs . . F) .
- . ’
. . . N

v -

While you were in training, d|d you get any help from the
WiN staff? *

T
17. A.

, ) No(SKIPTOQ 18). ...... 0 /
_ : - Yes .

- L) . . . l)l . . . . . I"‘:
.'.‘ )

- B, 1F YES: What kind of help did you get?-

»
’
L3 Ed ?
. »
-
¢ ~
» » ., . ,
.
.~ . » 4 .
4 . -
— o~
\ \ . . - - {
. -
-
‘ ~ v
. L .
. !
B
P -
- a,“ . - , -
b e - ’
- *
- . ,
-
e —
k] . .
> '
* .
- ) . .
. N
i »
®
t . .
& - - - Y . 2
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» « N 3‘ J,
. ' . ‘l’% p

1
. P? ’

L}

C.J What did the schood say about otcupations? (What did you
discuss?) ! . \

. \_' N
M - A * A

, ) | . -9- )
® < - Tz
18. A. Do you feel that you needed (more) help from thg WIN staff
(than you got)? - - )
r e . .
: / , . Nog_SKlPTOQI9)......0
. ) Yes. . . e e e . .'. g
%8, LEVYES: What did you need more help on? (PROBE FOR SPECIFIC
. RESPONSES)
/ . ‘ v N r
N v
¥
<y
\ A}
) ‘)" ~ .
- . . .
— , L '
19. A, ‘b anyone at _{SCHOOL discuss any gccupations other than
R {TRAINING OCCUPAT ION) with you?
] © : ) :)'
~ . ‘No (SKIP TO Q. 20). ]
N L . Yes .+ . . . . e, I
- - 4 ‘
#1FYES : -
B. What occupations were mentioned?
OCCUPATIONS: . L 1




. 10~
' -
~ . 20, A. Was_{TRAINING OCCUPATION) the program you had in mind when o . .
' " you first offered the voucher to _(SCHOOL) - ° - -
CNO L e e e e e e . 0% N
" . Yes (3KiP TO Q. 21). . . |}
' 51F_NO: : . R
B. What did you originally have 'rnl mind?
o) .
. KO . .
C. What led you to thange your plahs and register instead )
for (TRAINING OCCUPATION;Z PROBE FOR INFLUENCES FROM
SCHOOL STAFF, ESPECIALLY REGARDING THE "SUITABILITY"
OF THE ORIGINAL CHOICE, . -
- * ”, '
. - .” * ’
- ) ¢
' [ . ) ° S '
. o &
. o D.” How do you feel about the change? Do you think it was.a .
co ) good idea to change?
L] P . .

l s, -
~ ‘
» 3 ]
-
. .
’ . .
a‘.s‘ ‘?," - -
o 3
S Ty . * |
"t . €
A -~
<a
» ¢ L
> ' -
- . ' v
A »
\\\ ’ -
”» -~ .
’ ~ ! s
. -8 (\i) : . -
I /Qh&)
- ~° .
. ‘ |
e
. N < A ~ v
‘¢ . . ‘ e
\‘ . - .
.
] . P .
ERIC ' \ IR
. B - ! o
P . J
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ne . Special Insert Page-llA - t
,
20. E. Did. you ‘change your Ttraining Occupatiop after, you started-
e attending schdol? . ) . .
L No...’.Z...._.._..“'.’:.;...0 T
. Yes (SKIP TO Q. ~
- \l ’. EY
* IF YES Y
- . F. What Training Occupation did you changd ta? :
- ] y .
« .
- G. Why did you change your Training Occupatio
- “‘ K] g
o] } ' . , ,
- : R *
[ . . .
» For remainder of interview, treat any change in the Trainin
> Occudation as the Training Occupation. |
) v LN
\ ’
L Y \ .
. * \ . ~ i
-\ ' .
\" . \
L] . ' '
" .
s . ;"
. .
. . ‘ . Y . ¥
HA +
- . . .
. C'
. , : :
s . )
\ ’ ¥ . 2\ -
. . . ) - p
- : * R . B — 4
- 7 * ‘ ¥ .
. 2 I'e \ ”
. o . AV, .
\)4 . . ) .
. - ¢ . : - R .
;\: - s ’ . . s [ P

- . ?‘S,




“
[y
»
’
<

~ . . * ""I: . 4;;
. 21, Now, a couple more general questions: How satlsfned are you with

the training you got? Would you say that you're very satis-
- fied, spmewhat satisfied, not very satisfied, or not satis- t—
o, i fied at all?

h] . ¢ . - “..“
w Very satisfied . . . . .. .0
. . - . Somewhat satisfied— . . , . 1
, * Not very satisfied . . . . . 2 .
- . - . Not satisfied at all . . . .3
" . ) .
. 22. Can you tell me more about that"(Why were you (dis) satksfieda :
e« ’ . )
.. . . . . . ’
,
L4
23. What did you like.most about your training? *
IJ ’ - > -
4 ‘“ K . .
: / < -
. > ' , ~ L N
7 4 +
2L, And what did you like _leasts about it? " i
. ' .
- t\ ? . . . I‘ :
- - e ! w > - .
- \ . "
- . » * -, i} ) ¢ Yo,
5 . .0 . “ P
R M Ve {E"u‘\
-~ 19 M - ‘\'-
) . - ] gf;%.{k y

W . experience. First, some questi'ons about your instruct -

e SCHO0L5 Would you say that most of *Jour jinstructorf kgeéw' their e
subject very well knew s something about it but cduld have’ been - 4~

prepared better, or knew very l|ttle about their subject?

' -
. t .
¢ - ’ Knew subject very well e e e e e e e e !" . .0
. Knes.somethingzabout subject) o « o o « o oo™ & 1
Q - - Knew very little about subject. . . . . . .I . 2
ERIC s 5o .4
N ’ { Vo :“*

¢ \




: S o ~
-12- . e . . .

26." Mould .you say that most of your instructors were very §ood at , -
teaching their colirses, were pretty good, or that they were o | . -
poor teachers? 3 .

- s , ) , -
° o Very good teachers’. ... .”. 0 s
N ' S Pretty good teachers . . . . |
. Poor teachers. . . .* . . . 2 -
* ‘ . " ) .

‘27. Were most of the instructors really interested in how well'you’ )
“were trained, were only somewhat interested, or do you feel they t .
were not interested ? - . , .

oo : : e *
raale Interested . . . .t . . ,9 ,
. Somewhat intércst/ed. el
Not interested .. . . . . .2 , T
- © L
28. A. Does{(TRALMANG OCCYPATION) involve the use of ols or equipment
+ (such a( typewriters, welding equipment, and the 1lke)? [ ‘e
3 » H - .
: ' No (SKIP T0.Q. 29) . . [ .-. 0
R o Yes..............l‘“'. .
i a, .
¢ v . ° - ~
* 4F YES; L .
T~ 0 . T i - . R )
B. Did-you'get any experience With the tools (or equipment)? « -
. No (SKIP TO Q.f‘ZS) .. 0 . |
) ’ Yes...........,.."l";""' |
o ' . “ @
v |F YES: EXPERIENCE 'WITH TOOLS OR EQUIPMENT: . : *
I v
C. Who provided the tools (or equapment)--the schooit wm, or Tt '
who7 A . . P
School . . . . . .« . . oo | . ‘
1 > WIN, .., . e e e e . 2
Other (SPECIFY) N 300 -
. Lo, R s
D. Was the equipment in good wﬁing order?, . . .
— ) a NO v v e v o v o o o o o w0 .
- o B £ T i
- . - >
- E. Was there enough equipment for all the’ students in the class A -
who needed it? “
. . L) .
° LT : - NO.. v et v e v v oo 0 \,
* B YeS. o« v v v v e e e e e e ] e
- ] ~ ’ » - , .
— / R o
© Dl A !

5
,"-’ . 22d . — ) . — . ‘

., PRt 4 By
» £,
. ¢ o
. s . =B
. ‘ . - . -
3 L

- . -




! ' ° " d
. . . -
. E
e t ’ -]3u
- , . )
"29. A, 0id_your training involve a work-study program" (That is,
a prograni where you worked part-time and attended &lasses
. part-time during the Same year?) —
No (SKIP To e 3of U
« Yes, . . L
° %8, LE_YES: Would you say that this work experience was' very !
useful, somewhat useful or not s¢é useful in preparing you
fdr work as a (TRAINING 0CCUPAT|0N) ? . -
® - . . .
- . Very useful . . . ... .... O
, Somewhat ugeful . .~=. . . . .. |
‘ o Mot sowseful . . ., . ..., . 2

y 30 A. Are you fully quallfled to work as a (TRAINING OECUPATION) at
= this time? .

- ® ) &
- . ! . . ) . No . . P 0 - ]
. Yes (SKIP T0 Q 3l) b
*8, |LF &ig: " What are you lacking? Wwhat more would you need to
) get a job as_a (TRAINING OCCUPATION)'? .
“ . . F ‘
¥
/ 4 s T . ‘ w =
- v .
/"’ ‘
. , < - ] »
31. A, D4d the training you got ;;repare you for any other types of “
jobs? ’
No (SKIP TOQ32) ... 0
) ’ Yes e e e T £
. SV e
*B. |E YES: What jobs are they?
. )
/ -~ .
L P "
s -
. . AN

E lC - .
.

s v . ‘ . . v
z ‘ 5

N
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b

3 32.,Semetimes people have bad experiences when they're in vocational

|-<
o
(7]

training. Would you tell me whether any of these things happened
. to you? Did (SCHOOL): 3
T, P T, , N No
A. Advertise or promise training it didn't give? . . . . O
B. Exaggerate the chances of getting a job at the ¢
. training? . . . . . 4 i et e i e e e e e e s e . 0
.‘ \A
C. Give training which thad nothing to do with actually

being a (TRAINING OCCUPATION), (For Example,
sometimes meat cutter trainees are taught to tie

. meat by hand,, but powadays all meaf tying is done
by machlne) S T

LR

4

v
N

* D. Have ybu learn on out-of-date equipment (like a
N manual typewriter or manual adding machine)?. . . . O J-
! '
E. Give you training you weren't prepared for, or for
» which you didn't have the necessary background. . . 0
- N
F.  Give you training in material you already Rnew, or C
. % which was too elementary for you? . ¢« . . « . o .. 0 °
s
.33." Did (SCHOOL) tell you that they'would help you to get a .
jobras (TRA1RING 0CCUPATI_)_7 ]
v - NG oo v ere e eme s O
. . Yes © v v v v o w v oo ]
~ L hd
- : . , \ A
e 34, A. Did you get any placement help from them?
) . > No. .« o o & .. 0¥
K Yes (SKIP TO Q 35) o1
s -&:at_; < .
-+ %1F NO ‘ :
' . .
~B. Did you ask for placement help? .
e No. .« v . Ce e 0"
X ’ Yes .. . . . o o 1
] e
. ' . Y . .
*%C. FF NO: Why didn't you ask? « o U
¢ LT
. : ¥
-, - * O-
r .




.
» o

36.

35.

&
b3

~

.-15-

-

JF_GOT ANY PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE FROM SCHOOL: We're intergsted

in the kinds of help you got. For exawple, did they: (EACH
ITEM)? “ A
i ” -Ng
A. Intervic‘you to see what kind of job you wanted? . 0
B. Send you to @ particular employer who had an -
# opening?. . . ... .. . . 0 _
LI — . .. '_
€. Call employers to set up dppointments?. 3 . > 30
D. Give you a list of employers who sometimes hire -
?
(TRAINING OCCUPATION) P 0 \

E. Help you prepare a resume or job, application?

"

F. Give you special advice or training on how to get

3j0b?.o.b.’-§-...

-

RS

7

L Y
Give you some other kind of help? (SPECIFY): 0

)

Y S

1'd like td ask you a little bit about ZTRAlNING OCCUF;Jf\TlOﬂ)_'.*n~ ¢

&% far as you know, is (TRAINING OCCUPAT!ON) geperalll full-

time or Wrt-time work?

~

\

‘ Full-time . 0
. Part-time , . . , 1
; Mixed . . . 2"
Doa't know. 3
- 3
. . ,
Is .t steady work or do people have problems with Iayoffs?h‘_"
Y. Steady . . . . . 0,
) Layof{ problems, |
Don' £.Know . 2,
4 ’
= - .
About how much do.workers in {TRAINING OCCUPATION) get paid
¢ Lto sl_art? * . . ‘
N . ] - °
, - » per
. ’ =Don't know . 0
. h (




A -
o -16m . .. N

o, .

39. ‘And about how much do they earn after theyahave ®Five years
expenence or so? . ‘ .«

T 'i ' $ per . T

. PR Don't know . . + + « « o « . . O '

. \ ‘ n a ~
- %." | s (TRAINING OCCUPATION) an occupation that people usually . Te
' learn mainly in school at work by being shown how, or in an d .
- apprentncesh‘np" o N

A In school we ¢ e s 0c
Atwork . . a0 e 00w 0o o] - v
S ; Apprenticeship. . . . . . . .. 2 .
', : Don't know. . ... .. .. ... 3 .b
- ) » .
th, -As far as. you know, i4 that work usually done marnly by men .t
or maiply by women? o .
o Mainly men. . . . % . ... ..g 0
: ) Mainly women. . . . . . . «. $ 1 - s
Both about equally ..... .. 2 -
o 5 Don't know. . ; « « « ¢ o o o 3 LA
- ” <
- R .
0 L2, A, Do you know of other jobs' that a person move up to from -
[TRAI NING OCCUPATION) mth more expénencev ] ‘.
- c N6 (SKIP To- 0. h3) 0 L
- ‘e . . Yes. ¢ oo el 1% "
e .~*8 "1F YES: What are some of them? ° .
’ : : . .- °
v . "' ~ ~ . o
N . s -
A R .
) R a - PRI
- ~ . ] + . : ~
- / - . . - * 0.-
: - * . . e
. ] N 23 N

’
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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43,
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Aruntoxt provided by Eic
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c e

Working: Regular job (full time or part tnme) ASK QUESTIONS
IN BLUE SECTION (Q. 44 ON). 0
i
Working: Sporadlc (day Iabor, pick-up jobs -- not Iegular
g ' part-time work ASK BLUE (Q. 44 ON), .. 1
Looking for work SKIP TO PINK Q. 84 ON) D
fn scheol/in military SKIP TO YELLOW (Q. -103 on) L3
Full-time thomemaker ){/maLe or female) SKIP TO YELLOW
¢ Q. 03 ON). .. L. L. - Sk
Out of laber force:” Dogng nothmg speclal hanglng around s
SKIP TO YELLOW (Q.103 ON). B 5
» ° : ’ ! .
. - .
¢ —
. . ~ - “\
I F \RESPONDENT REPORTS SOME COMBINATLON QF ABOVE, SPECIFY
THE COMBINATION HERE THE'N CIRCLE THE ACTIVITY ON WHIGH
RESPONDENT SPENDS MOST OF THE TLME, OR WHICH'IS THE MAIN
o] © ACTIVITY, THEN PROCEED ACCORDING TO DIRECTJQNS OF
C:}TEGORIES ,ABOVE, ..
.7 COMBINATION: & .
PO v R o, . . 5
'Y L
" ?
1 M .
A N . L]
. v T -
Ve
- - hd -
g ¢
S5 .\‘5‘ ' ’ .
. - .« * re - ’
- , ..:'— 3 gl___/. ) - - ., - . Q.
. - - - P ~ .
Yoo - -
» " '-.‘“ _ l‘j,?,
o N
N . . -
" - * ’ . PEERY =
.. rono - .
& S, : .
- . 'y i )
o é(g WJ N . —
. s ) ' .
. I . . -
A .

-17-
\ . ' e .
. Are you malnly worknng now, or ooki ng for work, -or staying
home,tor what? .

’ °

AN
-
.
. O
[
3 s .
'
. . .
o
.
L 3
-
i .
’
~
| I 4
«
4 »
@}
v
.t
P
y
A )
‘
'
- *
. .
. .
TN
‘ R
-~
!
£ e
P .
»
..
.
~
* a7
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nd
What is your job?

18-

4 .

P
FOR RESPONDENTS- CURRENTLY AT!WORK -

- s

- JENTER ON CHECK LIST

4 )

_OCCUPATION

- - N

what does your work usually consist of?

GET SPECIFICS OF JoB
CONTENT .

“

e

46, 'Hew\mu%h i3 your monthly take-homipay?
4
* - IS -
» » - L]
o $ e Per ‘ ! : .
) 47. On-the averade, Pow many hours .a week .do you work? -
. ¥ s . .. N )
. . Hours per week
Y, (8. Did you learn about the job: ' . . . .
. 4 N_O Yes ‘-
. In the newspaper?. . . . S () |
from the school whete you got your training? . . 0 i .
: ’ From fricnds or relatives? + . .ve v o ¢ v « .77 O 1
‘ M‘FromNIN"...,......‘....'....... o A -
w» From the trqployment‘Servme"' O 4
p . : From the union?. . . . N 1
: Somewhere else (SPECIFY) . 0 1=
49, th actually getting the job, dtd you get any help from . .
* . s . . . : -
' Schoot., . . .. . ... 0 i .
A 5 Friends or relatives. . O |
“ . . . WIN . . . ). ... ... 0 1
The Enployment Service. 0 1.
e Aunion . . . .. ... O 1 ¢
AR e . #dSomewhere else* .
] L4 (SPECIFY) o°

How much of what yo.u learned at ___ _(SCHOOL;) is related
to.your job now? Vould yoy say; . )

o

_ s id
- [D_cw, not. agmly Respoudant never attoended  (SKIP 70 Q. S2A_]
- Amost cveryth [%s IR ereaens eegreaeearaaa .1
SHine thxngs, ............ sie et e s oo 2 .
Nl too much,...... }%\ e \3

Nothing, or aolmost nothinG.. . v.civeese-




R N

‘. : . , . * ) -19.‘1-\

. ‘.
A\ , .
", 51. Overall, how useful would you say ‘the training was for your
. job? Was it: , .
~t )
. . Veryulsef'ul............{........I
. o Somewhat useful . . . . . . ¢ oo v o e e e 0. 2
P . Notsvery yseful . . . -« . . « ¢« v v v e v o v v v . 3
. . Not useful at all ., . . . ¢ ¢« v v v v v oo b
¥
52. A. And howv do yo.ﬁ Tike tg'é' job? Would you say youy: ' \
R Vo -
. ) Like it very much (SKIP TO53), % . ©
Somewhat « « « o ¢« ¢« ¢« o 0 0 00 ..
. 2 Not muchy, . v v v v v v v v v o u *
A N ’ ‘. Notatall. « « v o v o v v o0 00 3%
) : N P . .
%*B, IF AT ALl DJSPLEASED ASK: Why is that? What makes you say
: & you don't like it {much)?
. L2 ." -
. l
- . . )
) . . ”
o ' " ) -
« ‘ 7 A)'ha
I ¢ -
s ’ 3 . - -
. ’ ‘ N o N
A * ¢ :
- , '
* )
- . . ,
. BRI
- ‘ .
P ek T o *
N
SO,
- ' . (WA W
. * e '
O~ - .
,." - \) . ; .
+ ERIC
: . . ot S
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. .. - R i -20- ) - , ’
'R - . v LA -
53. lNow, let's back up to the time when you got the training
voucher. I'd like to ask about your jobs since that time. N o
You got the voucher ln ° , right? ~ g '

MARK APPROPRIATE BOX IN GRID BELOW: V
- 4 ’
What were you doing in (following month)? Were ygu geing to s
-school, working, or looking fog work, or staying &t home, or . ¢ ¢
! what? , » N

.

n

Working | .
& Looking forework ° s e
In training . ' . ,

Sick *

Out :of the labor force: At home, babysitting own
kids, caring for family, etc. ¢ .
Out of the labor force: Doing nothing 3pecial, - b
- hanging around - '
X = Other (SPECIFY): B

noun

e

=z
n

o

B

, 54. And how long did you do tha® (Until_what month?), |

MARK GRID, SHOWING BEGINNING AND END OF EACH

" USING CODES ABOVE. IN CASES OF TWO ACTIVITIES
MONTH, CODE BOTH, PROBE FOR PREDOMINANT ONE: AND \
LE IT. - .

-

-~ * CONTINUE

CONTINUE ASKING Q'S 53 ARD 54 UNTIL YOU REACH THE -PRESFNT ,
- .

. BE SURE TO INDIQATE CHANGES IN EMPLOYERS DURING PERIODS OF
WORK (W), Wp, ETC.). .

.

1974 T o7 "9 TV o975 ~ \
April “ Sept. Jan. . * L July

May Oct, - Feb. . . ’ Aug.
5 . ’r . - -

Nov. ) Mar. * Sept.

June

July - Dec. ™ April . Oct.

Aug. . May Nov. s
' v . s
, .
. June ° Dec.
1]

—_

CIRCLE NUMb‘R OF JOBS SINCE |RAIN|HG BELOW AND FOLLOW DIRECTIONS .
AS INDICATED. » H .

. -

HUMBER OF JOBS . :

. -

: 4 .
loe .. SEE MECKALIST.Y IF JOB IS T NG ( IF JOB NOT 1IN TRAININ

OSCUPATILAN, SKIP TO Q. 123, PA(:E —l; . 6cCUPATION SKIP TO 0.64

2 .. ....60T0Q. 55, PAGE 2], AND PROCEED.

-~

F TC' ' 3°0] MOKE . . GO TO Q. 65, PAGE 23, ~AND PROCELD.

. rQ ~ ~ g e,
; 3 . AN o,
. .o P [§) - L
.. . .
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[For RESPONDEbﬂﬁ WITH TWO

JOBS

)

TH/YEAR

Do The next questions are about the first job after tranmng that
v yBu told ms about, the one you had in
- REFER TO GRID: : MON

« ' 55, \hat was that'job? '

ENTER ON CHECK LIST

F—-
: s OCCUPATION

. ooy

56. What did your work usually consist of?
CONTENT

~

Q

GET SPCCIFICS OF JOB *

57. How much was your montHly take-home ‘pay?

per

- . $ .
& = L3

-

58. On the average, how mony houfs a week did you work?

. :
. - hour

s per week

e

§9. Did you kearn about the job:

Ce # .

+
.

In the newspaper?. . . . . . . . ..
From the school where you got your t

From friends or relatives? . . . . . .

From WIN?... . . v« v v oo v ot
From the Employment Servnce" e e
From the unjon?, . ... o v . o . ..

raining? . .

(=N =N oo o] 6]

Somconé elsc (SPECIFY):

-
(]
W -

ERIC  »

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v 60. In actually getting the job, did you ha5ve any

’
- — v

School. . . .. . . . . ..
" Friends,-relatives. . . . .
S WIN L L e e e e e e
The Employment Service. . .
" At union, . .. T . . .
~ Somcone else (SPECIFY):

s

. -~

. I'e
’ ST

help from:

¢

=
(e}

.
.
.
.
.
.
DO0OO0OO0OO0O0O




61.

How much of what you learned at

to that job? Would you say:’

(scHOOL)

£

A

was related

[y

" Does not apply:

“ATmost everythlng

Some- things,
Not too much . .

Nothing, or almos& nothnng/

Rﬁent never attended (SKIP TO Q. 63A) |

SEEE

“ze »

« s s e s

N

62. f0verall

.

Job? Was it:

3’

Very useful. . .

* e .

Somewhat useful.v. .

Nat very ‘useful‘_.

' Not useFul at all.

D )
v

e o s o =
L}

how useful would you say* the traunung was for your

EWN -

63.

A,- And how did you like the job?

v Liked it very much (SKIP TO Q. 64) . 0

Would you say You:

* Somewhat . . .

say vy

Not much . .
e Not'.at all . . . .

*B, _1£_AI_ALL_D1$BI£A§ED4 ASK: + Why ;;lthat? What makes you '

didnit like it (much)?

d

A

1%
2%
3%

O

.

SEE CHECK LIST.
OCCUPATION ASK Q. 6LA.
OCCUPATION SKIP TO 121, .

IF NEITHER CURRENT NOR FIRST JOB IS TRAINING
IF CURRENT OR FIRST JOB 1S TRAINING

Why IS |t that you've aner vorked as a (TRAIN!NB OCCUPAT,1 ON) ?

3

N - NOW SKIP T

s 2
. ., .

0121
£y &
3o
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[ FOR RESPONDENTS WITH THREE OR MORE 'JOBS]

° The next questions are about the first job after trajning that

“you told me‘,about the one you had in .
’ REFER TO GRID. MONTH/YEAR
’ 65. What was that\job?- K
QCCUPATION &

ENTFR ON CHECK.LIST

66. What did your work usually consist of? GET SPECIFICS OF JOB

" CONTENT. .

q

<

i y 67. How much wa¢ your monthly take-home 7ay’!

$ - per, ..
i " 68. How many hours a week did you work, on the average? °
L . .
- hours per week

69. Did you learn about the job:

.

In the pewspaper? . . . « v v v ¢ v w o o &

£ From the school?. . . . . « ¢« v ¢ ¢« v « « &
\ From friends or relatives?. . . . . . . ..

¥ FromWiNZ . " . . .

From the Employment Serv:ce7 e e e e e e

“From the union? ... . e e e e e e e e
Someone else (SPECIFY: ) . \

g =
ooooooo,o

.

-<
o
w

70. In acwally getting the job, did you have‘any help from:

School, . . .« . ¢« v v v o v v v
Friends; relatives. . . « . . « . .
WIN G o s U s v e e e e e
The Employment Service. . . « . . .

AURION v v v v v v e e e e e e e .

. Somzone c¢lse (SPECIFY:)

71. How much of what you learned at (SCHoOL) was
¢ related to that job? Would you say: .

.

Does not. apply: Respondent never attended

(

SKIP TO Q. 73A) }

, “ATmost everything « v « v, 0. e 2 . % . .
. Some things . . « « ¢« ¢ wodb i v o o v e
' Hot too much. . ... « ¢ ¢ v ¢ v ¢ 4 o

Nothing or dalmost nothing . ¢« . . . v+ + . .

J 2 Q

. . L .

2
.. 3
L

-




L
. b
-zk-
lgg 1
72. Overall, how useful would you say thes training was for the job? . \
C o Was it: . ‘
. -
. -
' Very useful. . o v U0 i s e e e e e e e | d
Ct ', Somewhat useful. . . . .. i i . e oo 2 o)
' - , Not very udeful., . . o . ¢ 0w v v s o0 0 s 3
- -Notusefulatall............‘...‘..l+ .
73. A. How did you like that job? Would you say you liked ' nt very j \—’?’
. much, somewhat, pot much or not at all? , : -
- - . *Liked ‘it very much (SKIP TO Q.74) O -
! . P ' Somewhat.............l\;;‘iab -
. v « . Not much, v v v o e v o 0 o v 0 W 2% -
. Not at all. o v v v a o v o . 3%
-,
" 8.7 _LE AT ALL DISPLEASED, ASK: Why is that? What makes you : ’
' say you dldn t Tike it (much)? )
A\ ]
- ~ L » A.
< - ~
! i 5
i ’
', ‘
N . .Yy . . ~ ) ° ~
. b \. 9 !
74. SEE CHECK LIST. |IF NEITHER CURRENT NOR FIRST JOB IS TRAINING s
OCCUPATAON, ASK Q. 74A. IF CURRENT OR FIRST JOB IS TRAINING ) » ,
y ,  OCCUPATION, SKIP TO Q. 121. . ! ~
A. Since you left training, have %u ever worked as a .
L ° _ _TRAINING OCCUPATION - 7 . 3
PR o * .
. Co e No o v v ow 800 oo 0% - R
- . - Yes (ASK Q.'s” 75-83) . . 1
' ) @ v ‘ } .

#B, [P NO: Why is it that you'vesnever done that hind of work?




_2.5..

When was that? GET PERIOD OF EMPLDYMENT, IN GRID ON PAGE 20.

v
v

76.

How much- was your monthly take-home pay?

o

$ per :

- g

77.

How many hours a week did you work, on the average?,
. " <
hours per week <

78.

Did you learn about the job: ) ‘(\j—*

In the neWSPaper? . & ¢ 4 ¢ o o o « o o « o o o
From the school?, . N

From friends or relatlves" e e e e e e e e e
From\rHN".... e e e ete s
From the Employment Servnce" C e e e e e e
From the union?®. F e e et T
Someone else? (SPECIFY ) N

p -

z
_oooooodlo

AN

79.

-

L .
In actually getting the job, did you have any help from:

School. . . e e 0
Friends, relatives, e e e e 0
VIN..... . P ' §
The Employment Servnce P 0
N . ——Aunton .. .. .. 0
. Someone else (SPECIFY ) 0

‘80,

How much of what you learned at (SCHooL) was
related to that job? Would you say:

.

>

Does not apply: Respondent never attended (SKIP TO 0. 82A))
1

\Almost everything . . . . . e e e e e . e e e
Some things » « ¢« ¢ v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« o o o o o 0w
Not too MUCH. & v v v 4 v v oo 1 o o o o
Nothmg, or almost nothung e e ee e

* - -

.

81.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Overall, how useful would you say the training was for your
job? Was it: . "’\;9'

»
- .

' Very useful . ., .. . « . .
Somewhat useful | . . . . .
Not very useful . . . . . &
Not useful at all . . . . .

o




. ' L .
& [ . . h '
A - » '26‘ . . *
& - . ‘ . &
82. A. How did you like that job? Would you say you-'i iked it very
N much, somewhat, not much or not at all? ;oL : . .

.~

Liked it very much (SKIP TO Q. 83) , , [, O
Somewhat o scu 4 v o v s s e ate w w I*
. yNot much .o v v 0 0 0 0 0 o s . 2%

Not.atrall . . . o o v v v v s v v oo v o 3%

: -
*B, ', ASK: Why is that? What makeg you ; ~
, . : say you didn't like it (much)?

/

w .

«

: R , a e ¥ vt g kY N
. 83. And why did you leave that job? ./ . PR

s ¢ N, e ,
I a M _L'f > 2 :d( 4
. f . 3 a SO Y
L . ’ o &f ..
- . ' « N v B ataiand
. o P
. N . ’ . = 4 .
« . ° - ¥
o
. 1 . .- . A
0 - .. Ro ’
' * -~ ’
< * - ¢
, X a , PN ‘
, . e - - - . ) ¢
o~ N
- I
- - M
-
. ot 4 .
. ' = Ar'd .
A A
< . Yoo - . » ° 3
e B * 7 Z s + . M ' -
. ] - »
. , . . . - .
-, R . . . . oo
B, s . - . § & = - ,'Q\ s
. . ‘ . -4
. -
' ! : v o . v 2
. N > ° . , 7o
B ’ - 29
. .t ° i
5 * ' ¢ Y A ol"»
B P . - .’Q

o NOW SKIP TO 121 » - ' " .
O ~ d A ° h :

. P’ L]

. . FE
Bi 1 A A . + .,
R

-, . . PR Y . ol
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‘o . FOR-RESPONDENTS WHO ARE LOOK ING FOB, WORK >
C A \

1'd like to ask about your jobs since that time.

( voucher in

You got the

, right
P i N
MARK APPROPRIATE BOX IN 'GRID BELQW: |V ot ~

Wha't were you donng in (FOLLOWING M NTH)? Were you going to
school, working, or looking for work, or staying at home, or
what? - <,

Working . v) s

CODE: W =
z L = Looking for work
RN T= In training s
S = Sick 5
H = Out of the labor force: At home, babyS|ttlng own
. kids, caring for “family, etc.
N = Out of the labor force: Doing nothing special,
hanging around ‘
. X = Other (SPECIFY) N

84. Now, let's bock up to the time when %ou got ghe training voucher.

85." And how long did you do that? {Unti] what month?)

CONTINUE TO MARK GRID, SHOWING BEGINNING AND ERD, OB
EACH ACTIVITY, USING CODES ABOVE, IN CASES OF TWO

ACTIVITIES IN ONE MONTH, CODE BOTH, PROBE FOR PRE-

DOMINANT ONE AND CIRCLE {T.

”

AS INDICATED, .
- A

- NUMBER OF .0BS .

&) I
'~[ MC _ Ce . 60 TO Q. 96, PAGE 30

| or.nore’,”, TO Q. 86, PAGE 28

>

CONTINUE, ASKING Q'S 84 AND 85 UNTIL YOU REACH THE PRESENT. s
// N v ! i
, _ BE SURE TO INDICATE CHANGES IN EMPLOYERS DURING PERIODS
/ OF WORK ( W . W 5, ETC.) .
/ )
1974 1974 1975 1975
April Sept. Jan. July-
? .
* May - ‘ Oct. Feb. Aug,
s June P Nowv. . March Sept.
July Dec.| Apri) oct.
Aug. ) . May Nov. "
et June® _‘ A Dec.
%
. < fa
) CIRCLE NUMBER OF JOBS SINCE TRAINING BELOW AND FOLLOW DIRECTIONS )



-28-

' . .
The next questions are about the first job you told me about, the - .
one you had in . REFER TO GRID < N
[ ” b

Month, Year

What was that Job?

OCCUPAT| ON ’

7 -
What did your work usually consist of? GET SPECIFICS OF JOB
CONTENT. .

88. How much was your monthly take-home pay?

k/"‘
- . {
. ot
- S

per

N : '
How many hours ‘&.week did you work, on the average? «

hours per week . ‘
. ; : A .
Did you learn about the job: . No  Yes
fo the newspaper?. . . . . . .« . . 0 1 .
From the school? . e e 0o 1
From friends or relatnves'l A e 0 1 .
From WIN?, . 0 1 ’
- From "the Employment Servnce'l . o 1 - L
From the union?, . o 1
Someone else (SPECIFY) 0o 1
i %
tn actuaTly getting the job, did you have any help from: y .

‘o ’ PR

=
(o]
-~
o
w0

’
i
.xgig )
|
l

School....

0 1
Friends, relauves ot e e i e e , 0 1 ‘:‘
WIN . . . 0o 1

'- The Employment Serv:ce . «0 1 ’\ »
A Union . e e e e e e e e o 1 ' © e
Someone else, (SPECIFY) ' o i ., Cs
R
R " o



Q.
- ERIC
- T

X

2

-

.

How much of what, you

S .7
SF 2

oo -29-
. 4

+

learned at (SCHOOL) was related to

that job? Would:you say:
@ . . \J -
N .
Does not apply: Respondeént never attended (SKIP TO Q. 94A):
Almost everything . T P T
5 Some things .~ . .. . . . . .. . . . e s 2 ’
. Not too much, . . . . . . . . . . . cee Y3 .
Nothing or almost nothing . . . . . . . . . . .. .. 4
erall, how useful would you say the training was for the
jgb? Was it: Yl B
N < .\ .
TWery us€ful L oL L L L L Lt L e e s e e e e e 1
Somewhat useful . . . ., .. .. ... ... “qe 2
Not very useful . . . . . ., . ¢ i o 0. et 3
Not useful at all . . . .. ... ... ..., ... L
- * F
[
How did you like that job? Would you say you liked it very
muth, somewhat, not much or not at all? ,
-\’ - L
,  Liked it very much (SKIPTO Q. 95). . v ¢« v « .00 v ™ 0,
Somewhat, . . . . . . . 4 i e e e e e e e e e e 1™
Notmuch. o . v v v v b e vt e e e e 2¥ »
s Notai all, o Lol v 0 v s s e e e e e e e 3"
. - .
IF AT ALL DISPLEASED, ASK: . ‘
Why is that?, What makes you say you didn't like it {mucf)7_ °
- . " \
. _ .
- ) r o
. . R
. ) . . ¥
- N . .
. -
‘ AN
‘t\' *
4., .
A AN
. o 1 % .
- ». . .
. - . § 7




. R}
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And why did you lcave that job? - S ‘ ,
. 1 . ) .
. * . 1 o @
P 'V?/ . A -
. N—
. ° . e
How nmportant is it to you to gét a job dofng the same .
kind of work for which you were trained? Is |t7 .
. '
[onA: Reionden't" never,attended school . 0]
Very important.”. %, e ... 2. . Do |
R Somewha t. ...'..'. ...... e e e e e e e e e e 2
Not very. . . . « « « « . IR 3 \
: L

Not important®™at'all.

>
. N ”

b

. . 3
.4 What kind of.work are you looking for right now? i 3
- , OWUMTWN‘ ' PR

IF RESPONDENT, SRYS 'tANY KIND OF woﬁ” " OR NAMES. .
. SEVERAL OCCUPATIONS, CHECK HERE! lASK WHAT

OCCUPATION S/HE 1S MAINLY LOOKING FOR, ENTER ABOVE

AND ON CHECK LIST

- -
e L}

REFER TO CHECK LIST. IF RESPONDENT 1S LOOKlNG FOR WORK

MAINLY IN OCCUPATION WHLLH 1S NOT TRAINING OCCUPATION ASK - Q. 98
Why is it that you aren't Iookmg for work (mannly) -1 @f .
a TRAINING OCCUPATlON" v e . .

o"

v /
N - LA v
M ~ 4 <
-
+ -
P
d &
L)
N . . ’
A .
/7( v 4
’ LS
v
- v
>
- & R A - )_4, -
24
-
2 -~ ‘J I -
5t o -
? .
B
[A »
. . v . ..
. . . L7 e o e DL,
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' 99, Here ™ some .things that people do when they're looking for work.
Are you: ° v -

s ? " No  Yes
S A, Consulting private emp loyment égencigé‘? e e e e O 1
. ‘'8, Usjng the placement’services of the Employment\\/ N
SErviCeTs o o o o o o s ¥ e o p s s s s e s e e om0 1
z , i
ot o Co "Using the WIN placement service?. v o o o o« o oo O 1
s L . vt ,
- - - 7 |
, D. Using the placement service ar*(SCﬂUOLQ.‘ Clee e o 0 1
» ¢ . ’ , -
. €. Using‘a union p}acement' service?s o « o « e s 0 e 0 s O [
£y . ¢ ] C ! . ;
: . F. 'Checking newspaper ads? + .+ o 4 s s 0 0 e s s e O 1 .’ o
L ~ . . . . oo ! .
N G. Following up job tips from friends and relatives? , . o' e
i K. Walking into bus ipessés off -the street .and asking = ! )
. : FOr WOTK? o o o o o o ofa o o s s o o ete oo s+ O 1 .
- 1. Usidg other approaches?. (SPECIFY):’ . o, 1 ) .
P 7 . } ) J A i
, . S s L
. b4 13 o . *
‘-‘”{6 ‘ . o
- e o LY M “ .
) . - ‘ .
. J. VIF MORE THAN ONE APPROACH NAMED ASK: Which of these .,
. "things is-the most likely to be successful in helping ' . .

-

you find work, do you think? . ) p
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100. ™ How useful do you think your training will be in getting work
~ at the job you've been logking for? Do you think it will be:

Not very-bgeful . . . . . .*. . . .. ...
Not useful atall . ., . ., ., ..

|Does not apply: Respondent never attended school 0]

- Very useful . . . .-, . . . . . . 1
‘ Somewhat useful . . . . . .. .. .. ... .... 2
3.

i

13

I%TERVIEWER CHECK: Respondent has not worked U Sk|p to 121
l First Olcupation is
. o + TRAINING OCCUPATION NI ‘Skip-to 121 .
: First Occupation isjnot ' , .
TRAINING. OCCUPATION D Ask Q.'s 101 A=y

]
~ -

- . .

M ’161., A. Have you ever work‘l as 2 Q’RAINING OCCUPATION)?\/

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

bl
k.
. . No (sle,*leoz)
. Yes .. 1*
« - —_ ke ) {
5 . .
1F YES, ASK B-J . ) . o -
, . 5 0 “ .
B. Mhen was ‘that? GET PER1OD -OF EMPLOVMENT, FROM GRID ON*RAGE 27.
- 4 ~ » * ’
C. How much was your thly _take-home hay? {
- v , $ per . ¢ "
M . . > . “ , . -
D. How many houcs) a week did you work, on the Qﬁ:ragej . L.
, . hours per week | Y
I - TN - - -
;N E. Dld you learn about the _;ob ™ i \ N .~ L,
L . & R | y -
L 4 L L . " No XYes
. In the newspaper‘l R o- 1 ”
el . - . ) (
o Frofntheschool...._........x.. . O'IL
‘ . " From {riends or relat;ves’) et e e e e e 0 1 -
, o "Frg@a WIN? . . 0. B 0o 1
the Employment SerV|ce7 e g e 0o 1
e From a union, . e e e e e e e e e . Jo o
_ Somevne else? (sps?m) : . 0o 1
Ed ¥ * b
4 ¢ v po e - . . . .
. S; - e
. . 5 '- - ) .
. ’ ) ‘ﬁ - 7 v LN .
! ~ - ¢ *
Q | ' ’ - o un . L - - &i&{
ERIC LT -
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F. In actually getting tr_i_e\job, did you have any-help from:

‘ - . . ' No Yes
4 - - « N - ' »
1 School. + . v v v v v v e e e e .. B 0.1
T Friénds and relatives’ . . . . . . .+ . . %ﬁ'«" 0o 1 =
o WIN . . . o0 oL e e e e e e et e 0 -l
. . The Employment SerV|ce e e e e e e e e 0 ‘1
Sy A-Union . ... . 0o
- Someone else ‘(’SPECIFY) ° 0o 1 .
. L
o .. 6. How much of ‘what you learned at, (SCHOOL) is related to N ‘i,
RN that job? Would you say: , - N *
.. . - o
R T ‘Does not apply: Respondent never attended ( SKIP TO Q. I. 1 ) |
& ATmost everything . . . e e e e e e - ]
. . '“.-Somethlngs.......‘........"....... 2
’ S Not too.much. . R z
-7 . . Nothing, or alhost nothlng e e e e e e ce d \
.. : . H.° Overall, how useful would you say the t‘ra'i'ning was for’
the job? Was it: . 0 . -
. ‘ - -
. J . . -
g o -very'psetul Lo, .. R A T Y J
, . Somewhat useful . . . . . ce . oL Lo oL 2
’ " Not very useful . . . . . .. .. ... E(.. . f c o3 ¢
~—Not' useftl atball ... ; . . . B A S il’ . ¢
. N Q’ i
) How did you like that )ob’) wbuld you say _you liked.it~ ’ '
very much, somewhat, not much or not atall?
d ‘ . < .
) . Liked it very much (SKIP T0J). v o b v v v v X0 v w0 '
Somewhat.-..........\..........'.' I’:
* THNOt MUCh, + v v v v v e g e e e e e e e X
- MNOt At 11, o v e e e e e e e e e e e 3
o (2N 3 . . " Ot
v 2. lEAT A : L
. ' Y .
- Why is that? *What makes you say you didn't likeiit ({nuch)? - v
' N A
¢ - ‘ . )
- : y o, ’ . . . st
. ¢ .t . . : . - o *
> ~ L)
Voo - .
* - .
. -4 - N R -
¢ .
- R v ‘?ﬁf . . '
T . J N
*;" 2[1" "
: - ‘ & A . t
. \‘1 - L
ERIC'. '
' . o000 !
.- .. e e . . ) . : f.:;;.\.
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- . -

- now ¥ 1p T0 . 121 .

i -

102. Why is it that you've never done that kind of work?

2 . ) - .
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* L S FORFRESPONDENTS WHO ARE OUT.OF THE lAbOg FORCE
) ’ . J ‘e = * M
103. Now, let's back up to the time when you got the tralnlng voucher . .
N I'd. like to ask about your.jobs since that timeT You got the : .
voucher in , right?, - N
1 - -

. “ .
MARK APPROPRIATE BOX IN GRID BELOW: V .
- N [
What were you domg in (following month)? Were you going to 7
school, workmg, or looking ‘for work, or staying at home, or

= " what?

[ -

‘v
. CODE: W =-Working : T
e L = Looking for work >
T= In traiding " (new course, not original WIN tralnlng)
m s = Sick
' H = Out of the-]abor force: At home, babysitting own .
. . kids, caring for family, etc.
N = Out_of the labor force: "Doing nothing special, -
° hanging around . . w
. £ X =Other (SPECIFY): - ‘
’ &

i

104, nd how long ¢1d ydu do that? (until what month)

K
gNTINUE TO HARK GRID] SHOWING BEGINNING AND END OF EACH
A*TIVITY USING CODES ABOVE, IN CASES OF THo ACTIVITIES . ,
w}: ,» N ONE MONTH, CODE tjom PRDBE FOR PRECOMINANT ONE AND 4 .
- cmcuz T, N

ALONTINUE ASKING Q'S 103 AND 1016 UNT{L YOU REACH THE PRESENT

x

BE SURE TO INDICATE CHANGES IN EMPLOYERS DURING PERIODS OF "
WORK (W 1, W 2, ETC.). -

o
- A
- » LN

1974 1974 1975 . 1975 :
LY .April Sept. Jan, !July '
may | oct: Feb. B Y . T

June * . Nov. | - ¢ March - * Sept.. ) . ) .

(\pril

tay 1

June

. >

] . ryr * - : 3 s
, cmcuz NUMBER 0F JOBS SINCE TRAINING BELOW AND FOLLOW omtcnous AS C .
. "I NDIGATED. . . L
. e Y . l .
‘ NUMBER OF J0BS. MR ~ -
. o T - 0. v v v o . e e e e TSKIP TO ||6 PAGE_t,g IR
Q lormore. . . " . . ... GOTo o5, PAGE}__ £

O . .
ZD_L > 2.

-
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a . . . - v -
»
- -

The next questions are about the first job you told mesabout, the one

ydu had in __- REFER.TO GRiD”
Month Year ot <
105. What was that job? . s '
- f OCCUPATION : N
¥

r

106. What did your work u5ually consist 0f7 GET 'S‘PE-CIFICS OF JOB

CONTENT . P
{ ' N
.
{ ! '
”. . rE )/
" 107. How much was, your monthly take-home pay? .
. P - / ’ / . - LY .,/ . L
AN $ ... per )
. - ) N A

108, ‘How many hours a-week did you work, on the average?

' hours per week '
] . Al .« . -
109, 0id. you learn about the job? ‘ T P
) R No Yes
\ In the newspaper. . . . . ¢ . « . + . 0o 1
R Fron) the school , ., « . N e e e 0 1 o
. " From friends or relatlves? e s e ., 0 1 ‘o
T , ‘ From WIN? . » . . . S I | C .
. From the Employment Servnce" O
From the union. . . A
* Somewhere else (SPECIFY) 0 1
. . {
- ‘ 4 - . -
110, In actually getting the job, did you get any help from: ',
. - S No Yest
e ' School, . . . 0 1 v
Frlpnds,'relatrves. . |
F . L O MIN G L L 0 1 b
Q ’ ) : Zhe Employment Scrvnce o : g
B ‘ Union % « v v v v o v v o 0
- ‘ .
K . 2’7\ . Someone else, v+ . 0 . 0 I'
E ) €+, -> “ (

& . ' -~ R ) .
N id
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,JH. How much of what you learned at _ (SCHOOL) _ is related to .
that job? Would you say: ’ .

. -
.

[Does not apply: Respondent never attended (SKIP TO 9. 113a)}
Almost everything .,. e e e e e e e e e e v
Some things . . . +« & v v v v ¢ o o v o o
Not too much. . . . B
Nothing or almost nothnng Ce e e ere e e

- ¢

WN

s

N2, Overall %ow useful would you sa.y the training was ‘for the
job? Was it:

R Very usefult , . . , . ¢ . . o ¢ v o .,
Somewhat useful . . . . . . . . . . . .
Not Very useful . . ., . .. .. ...
I ' Not useful at all . ..,

3

-
\
TWN =

>

- E« 1 F
H - I
113.7 A. How did you like the job? Would you say you liked it very
much, somewhat, not much at all? .

-

k /

Liked it very much (SKIP TO I-NTERVIEWER CHECK) 0
. . - - Somewhat, . .. 1%
‘. Notmuch..............-.....2*

.

Moot Notatall, o v v v mee o v e o e e e 3%

*B. IF AT ALL DISPLEASED, ASK: *

R, Why is that? What makes you say you daijdn't like it (much} .
. ) r ' .

M “
o e i L [N - A pee oy s 8 Hoe oo cx b2
. .

. . . . i ) R
. N .

_ERIC -

:
13
o , R ¥ ' N
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. e . . . “
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INTE_ilVIEUER CHECK: First Occupatmp is
. "TRAINING OCCUPATI'OR T skip to 116
- ' First Occupation is not S
TRAINING OCCUPATION [ LAsk 114 )
. - 0\ ° ‘& ‘ ’
Hh, A, Have you ever worked as a (TRAINING OECUPATION)? . '
) . No (GO T0 115, SKIPPING NEXT PAGE) .. 0
LT “Yes.ou .o ahe v v . A ~
F YES ASK: B-y° _ /
.B. .When was that?' GET PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT, FROMgERID ON
PAGE 35. .
N 6
. . €. How much was your monthly take~home pay? iR .
f‘ R f ' E O °
! $ _per )
£ ¢ / D/ How many hours’ a ‘week did you work, on the average? J/. ' .
“ f - ) . :
A ¢ ¢ 5 /
- hours pe_r week . ) ]
N Ry ,! / . / llé o ’ b < e / / P
‘'E. Did you find out about the job: No Yes
! ‘F‘ } . In the newspaper 7% . . w. .”. . 0O 1 ° 5
¢ - From the school? . .L{“'. t .. .. 0 1 -
C . From friends or relatives? . . 0 | ¢
. N From WIN?. . .-, . . . .. Lo 0 1
. ~ From thé Employment Serv:ce? ... 0 1 ~ ;
o " From the union?. . . . . P 1
4 .-, Elsewhere?° (SPECIFY) 0 1 .
e weo O “ . . st =8 .
F. 1In actua?ly gettmg the' job, did you get any help from:
, — . .. . 3 Oy !2 _YE '
- e . ) : . ‘ -
I School . . ... . . . ... g+ «% 0 1
. " 'Friends, relatives ., . . , . . 0 1
. JHIN. oL . .. 0 1 *
- *The Employment Sefvice . . . . 0 1 o
b - A Union. ., . . . . K 0 1 ‘
- . Someone Else (SPECIFY) (U 1 !
‘ G. how much of what You learned at §SCUO0L[ is related to " -
~that job? would you say:
{DNA: Respondcnt never attended 0 |
Almost everything= 4. . . . .. .. ... 1
A * Some thfngs .°. . . . .. Fe v e e e e 2
L . Not too much, . . . . P |
A T Nothing, or almost nothing, . . . .. . .°. & i
Q - K . * . N

NC- e T [

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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R
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A FuiiText Provided by ERIC
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114 (Continued)

= ——
H, Overall, how useful woyld you say the training was for
* the job? Was it: R . : ,
? " [oNA{ Respondent never attended 0 |
Very useful . . . . . ¢« ¢ v o o o 0 sre i
= Somewhat useful . . . . . . 4 . . s, 2 .
) Not very useful .3 v
Not useful at all .{. b <
I.; How did you like that job? Would you ;ay your liked %y oy
very much, Somewhat, not much or not at all? - . o R
- Liked it very much (SKIP TO J) . 0 4
o Somewhat . . . o o 4 b o 0 . . . V¥
Not much . + . % o v v o & & o oo 20%
. e Notatall . ... ... 3ok .,
w2 |F AT ALL DISPLEASED, ASK: ' . [
T ‘ - !
LWhy s that? wha;'makes you say you didn't like it {much)? ) N
A } : '
, A 4T ' .
} . 4 [y
{ J , . Lo
\ . -
S . " - 2 B
v
J. And why did you leave that jobl -
- . .~ .
_ ‘ , | \.
- ’ °
¢ T .- ’ 3
Y -
v i - *
¥ J s -
1Y




L4 “ L d . ' }‘ )
~4o- . ; -
,
115, 7 Why is it that you've never dome that kind of work? |IF NOT ’
ALREADY REPORTED, &4SK Q.'s 116 & 117. 1F KNOWN, SKIP TQ Q. T18.
L'g

. & o g
. : t
°
o
A - ¢ © "&v )
s V] o
4 :/ v
.. N ~

' .

. 116, A. Are there any reasons why you couldn't take a job right now? '
- . N <y
\ . & No(skiPTON8) . ..... 0 oL
. YeS. o o o e o 0 o 4 e I
x '.\- N ‘ © g _ !
B. IF YES: What are they? . i e .
' ’ » N i ., l‘
~ ':( A ) :
- . . .
0 P b (
S . ; . ’j } fj
— K v ,r';‘
* >
ﬂ‘ ) i
’ ,/ .
P . - -~ 5 f
v N ‘ .“
-
— \
™ What is the ane mos t” important reason you can't work right '
now? : i ' .
L
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118..

120.

O

Aruntext provided by Eic

.
Ly
woul
qualifi

il

were able to go to work tomorrow, what k«nas of jobs
ou be able th do? (What occupations would you-be

\ .
. S

- .8

for, assuming jobs were avai 1ab1€7) RECORD BELOW

-

And what pay Cpuld you expect to get as OCCUPATION?
give me your best guess about what you would be able

x

RECORD BELOW - &

. iy .
Occupatjon: 1% Pay: 1 $:

(Just
to earn

per

.)

‘. 4y

S T - 2%

per

per.

3 39
Y b

per_ o~

Al

Do you have.any plans right now to get a job, or noi? :

fPIans to enter Iabor force. . .
N No plans to work (SKIP TO Q. IZI)

* ¢ PLANS TO ENTER LABOR FORCE, ASK- B & C

B. When.might that be?

©. What kind of work Would'you expect to be doing?

g .“.

.




121,

122,

PAruntext providea by enic [l

o

. _!.‘2_ . v
[N i
. ' L
FOR ALL RESPONDENTS )
r ' ' . . ) ~ .
A. Are you (or your family).recciving welfare assistance now? .
S No (SKIP TO Q. yrz) 0\ .
S YeSe v v v v o0 . e . 1 !
A . @
%B. IF YES, ASKr _ .
Is that a partial grant, or a full grant?
i Partial. .. 0
’ Full . . . . ] * '
D.K. . o 2 .
. i
Now a few questions about yourself and ‘how you feel about the ! ! ,‘
voucher program, .
First, here are some statements about how people feel about , ,
"themselvt;s K s/ —
As | read each one, will you tell me from the numbers on thns
ladder how often you feel that statement is true for you, .
[GIVE RESPONDENT THE '*TRUE" LADDER,] , .
- M . Almost .
K Never Sometimes Alvays -
. . . - o
, A. | take a positive * , -
attitude toward myself, , 1 2 3 4 , 5 N
B. | feel | do not have * ,
much to be proud of. ] 2 . 37 -4 .5
S i . ‘ 3 -
* . 1 feel that | have a, - . " -
- number of good qualities | 2 3 L, -b 3 .
D. | am able ‘to do things
as well as most‘other N R
people, . 2 3 " 4 5
. . ) i -
- E. Scmetimes 1 think’'| am . .
no good at all. 1. 2 3 L 5
F. t feel that |'m a person » . > .
of worth, @t least,on an . .
equal plane with others, | 2 3 4 5 .
- .. . P -

25 - .




‘ -l‘3-

~

s .

Now a few questions_about the vlucher program. Knowing what
you now know, which of the answers on” this card comes closest
to describing what you would do if you were offered the i
voucher for the first time today? SHOW R CARD *
- Turn it downgd get a job instead (SKIP TO®
N\ Q. 126) . .
Choose on—the-Job tra|nlng nnstead of
. . wtraining in a school. (sk1PHro Q. 126). .
e . Do the same thing: Take training in the
TN same occupation and at the same school
(Skip To . 126). . '
Take training in the same occupatlon but in
a Cifferent school (ASK Q.124), s
v« Take training in a dlf?erent occupatlonv
(ASK Q, 125).

oy
R

- o [

A3

. | . .
What kind of school would that be, and why would you choose

it instead? ' ’
SR ) ) 7
!
v . ”>
° 4 / - # - e
. - . .
(4
‘ =
. . - v .
. T NN / :
SKIP TO 126 v -
vy . °
v T ; R rYg
what occupafion would that be, and why would‘yoqeéhoose it
instead? - N £ °
. )
. b
. . s
o L 4




126. A. As you know, the voucher program was afn experiment and was
done just ih Portland. There.is talk now of putting vouchers,)
into WIN Programs in other cities.’ |'d like to get your-
opinions on the voucher system and how !t might-be changed. .
For example, pobody could tdke training which would last .
more than a year. How does that limit seem to you? Would
you say that one year is generally: ’

7%

¢ . .

. About right’ (SKIP T0 Q. 127). . . © .
‘ TOo SHDFE & 4 vfe o o o v w0 o ¥
TOO IORG. « v v e 4 0 o e e a4 2F
. A3
*B. |F T0OO SHORT OR TO0O 4ONG As@wruy do you say that? i ’
RN
‘-, .
¢ ——" . -
A -
’ . - ; 3 ,
vy . L3 \ ':‘ - v -
: - N ’ ‘ - !
‘ \‘ .. - :'
. #
- L jooe )
~ 5 v ke 2 . -
- - <
-127. A. The cost of +ing for one year could not be more than L ’
$2,500. Would say $2,500 .is: °
) About right for a year (SKIP 70 Q.128). ... 0 ' @& . .
0 T00 Mittles o v v e e e A
. Mor;e than it needs tobe. . . . . « . « . . ' o
[ - . ) & .
*B. IF TOO INTTLE OR TOO MUCH, ASK: Why do you say that? ' * . .
N j ’ E
_ ) :
- v -
= ~ a. R ~
- 'Y - " -




- £ e, 2y . b - . ' .
V! X N . ) RS ‘
C N . - . N : .
~ o H £ _pe. ¢ H A . -t .
I3 3 ) A , 5 ‘ . ~ .
. B J . - . - . 3.
- 128, A.  Finally, ‘youchers could be used for any occupation at all, "
except recreatlonal types of things. Do yoy think it should ]
e T ) be For training in_just certaun occupations, or for any .
. occupation at all? ’ " .
N * LY L) \ .
‘ . Y Likhit to certain occupations. , . . i . . . 0% . .
’ R Allyoccupations (SKIP TO Q. 129) . . . .o ] .
LN - . “
*B. IF SHOULD»BE LIMITED ASK: What occupations should those be?
- N - - L ,
» ¥ .
. s . - . .’ feT q _ .
&, s L . \ . i : J b
- 03 . ° A .
« ™~ -
s [, o R -
. N - »
= . T PR )
129, ¢ Here are some things that some peOpl’e say would, happen if
the voucher system weré used in all WiN programs. Do you
. strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or .-
strongly disagree with the statements? SHOW R CARDS.
P - .
- v | —-—— * ' L4 .
. Some- Somg: ~
» o . Strongly what What Strongly ‘
L ' . .Agree  Agred Disagree Disagree / \ .
R ; . . 3
) * A Peoplé in WIN,can make [T e "o ) ) '
occupational decisions . ~
which are just as good . " .
or better than those , -
- q . r . e
) pade by the’le tounselors, . o . 2 3 . .
* . . ' “ - !
s .. B. 1f WINclients rather thap . _ : ) .
Lo counselors deal directly . - . .
e ' with the schools, they wil] . .
_ be talked into traifing .7 - 7\ . :
that they really don't * - — . .
want.orneed, . . . .. ... O 1 2 3
: '_.‘ . , ) i . . * ] I . -
C. f peopld in WIN are left e ‘ ¢
on their own, they will . ’ . :
' choose dccupations for . v : g
, : vwhich therc is little . ’ - -
¥+ —  orno chance of getting . . .
;".,- T 1L S ™ T .3+
N o . ' .- e . ' Y
‘w7 D, WIN people would be able : ’
. . toselect the right trdin- . : . - ‘ .
fng .,chool just as wo,ll as X , -
. their counselors ., . . .=, . . 0" % . 1 2, 3 X
- / ‘s ) 5, ’ 4 ) :
. - [ . . - - .
\)‘ * s ¢ .‘J)\ )
_ O (S ,
LERIC ~ = . 20 | - . v

. : ' ' 2 : e

_ ,




,ﬁ.
~AN

y - E. 1f the WINclient makes
’ detisions, it would in-
. crease his or her motiva~ .

. ‘ éucces?fu% el e

1
v

.- F. Most schools widl try to
‘sell training to WIN people -’
which is not*suited to
their needs or abili-
ties . o . 0 e e e e e Wt

.~ §. Since the training is paid
. for by the government, most-.
WPN people would choose ex-
pensive schools, even though
equally goqd training would
be available ‘elsewhere at

. f . »
‘H. 1f WIN people make their

own decisions, they will be

| more confident of themselves

1. Most WIN people neeﬁ?a
great .deal of guidance and
s5sistance—from' their coun- -
selor, and cannot make wise

_ Some~
. Strongly what what
Agqree  Disaqree

Some-

Disagree

. . * Agree

/ tion to complete training L

. ‘ lower.cost . o « . v oo+ .0

. -and their abilities. . . . . @

1 -t 2 e -3
—
1 ' '
? )

1 2, 3 . ,

3 -

. '] 2

<7 - . "

| R 3
. 'Y

~  decisions about traiaing . .0 1 ~ 2 3 > L~
. (-—r‘) e R o \ |
. T 1
’ o - .
. 130. what recommendations would you make for improvement of the ' SR R
. o voucher system {other th§n what you've alread‘y"ﬁwentioned)? .. - ‘
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. ® <
Vo £
. We will need to interview you just once more/in ubout stk -
. months. Could y0u give me the names and addresses of two .
people who are likely to know where to Iocate you, in case |
can't find you then? . AN
’ : . \9
X N .
(name) . (address) . (eity). {phone)
¢ .
y . .. . N
addre . i T P
(name) . ( ss) (city) .+ {phone).
- C e .
* END OF JNTERVIEW. THANK RESPONDENT ,
O ] ‘ . B
LI
[ ® . 3 ’ .
' . T /) 77 5 e
R - : - . . .,
. . PN €
yor ) s ) ] ~ . .
. Time interviewsended: ) . & ¢
. “ . ) 4 or
. . - ———n. ~
v . . . , . '
( - - -~ n . - L
N /- N oty N
I ’ ¢ -
L . N . XY N -
7< N s ; . % T .. "@ »
’ M . »
-] e Al
. - «
‘ S ' .
. .y . PR v
% ‘ . - R . -
- ~ 7 Y
e . . .
.« 3 . T e . ” -
. 3 ®
- . ! . ° , . > N s
~ * ¢ . F
* - ¢ e . 4 - . “
K . w o . .
¢ ) . ! . - ’ . N .
1 d N oo ! :
‘ . . * . y
. H © - ’
- 7/ h
. ; A . )
. . ,
. i , .
f ‘ e I
- .
- .
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. . o Ee .
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RELEVANT EXTRACTS FROM REGULAR INTERVIEW SCt[_EDULE,.»iSf.
4 ] ‘ . -~ ) .w - O
. . ‘- A
, RN - - e .
. - . "'. -
‘. .. , ‘ :. . - ’
. . . R e <
R . % 3 o 0 o
o) e - M ° K R
. Y N A o R ,
. ‘. v .
. ' . '
' \ ‘
N . B v . .
, . .. E & . .
’ R . ':Y . " EY ‘ .
.Y ‘4 ‘. N - . - .
¢ [} » * ' M : *
. .
. . . .
L. I I . .
' . , - X ’ .
« . a - , .
: ) “', : ’ . 3
* R B N -
~ ] ¢ B .
\ - s N R . - . :'
. .
o . s : . , ..
- . v X " . . .I
h “ >/ i r . ’
. ..
' . - . LT . [
o ) <, g S A
s A / o Y o , “ !
’ - - - . [4 ¥ A - ~
N ’ ‘ & BT “« e I v
T ) : dry . L s ean . . .
o s Ve ' . . o
-, . 2 - 5 t
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-252- . .
) . STUDY OF WIN SKJLLS TRAINING . -
4 . >
) j Interviewer _* . Time Started 1D No.
% - * H - , -
| » o ) .
% - N ’
H \ . M
5 ' ok % o% % % % % * % %
4 . ’
- . s + » .
S } . (S -
. ' 1% .
. 2 ) - . -
. I‘- . P * )
- N ¢ ‘ s
IF RESPONDENT IN TRAINING Now SKIP TO "'INTERVIEWER ‘CHECK"
*PRECEEDING Q. 9 (p. %) . e ‘
' IF/BESPONDENT NOT IN.TRAINING: ASK Q3. ) .

- 3. Dnd you complete your t:ranmng, or did you leave it before
fmnsl’ﬂng" R . R

’
. Completed. . SKIPTOQ. 5. % ;o o . . . O
M‘ - ¥
P e . M y M
. Left befor.e‘ finishing. . ASK.Q..'\A'. A - v,
T, ] ’ A ) ] d
L, ‘Why was that? _How did you come to,leave before finishing? *
o . . , . )
2 o - ° ‘ .
- - : ' .
- “ - ' .
. 5 .
” X .,/w" d
. -
& : -
: y . w
. ‘ » y !\" : .
- . . o o
1 L4 i\ . _

ERIC ' . Y "a

.
, TR . .

g v

2
LA
.
1
t
c) -
p
[
/
¥
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+5. Are you working nowg looking for work staying home, or what?"

- VorRing. . ASK Q'S 68 . . . ... ..o 0 ,
o ,Looking‘fo}work..ASKQ'5’6-€Y3........... ] o e
. . " Staying home . . SKIP TO INTERVIEWER CHECK, P. 4 . . 2
S tn school. . SKIP T INTERVIEWER CHECK, Pob L 3

: , Other : ’ §KIP TO INTERVIEWERSCHECK, P.'h. &  ~ .

)
£

6. what kind Jf work is that? What occupation? [GET
"+ SPECIFICS) e . 5

l * \ N
e 3 .

, 7. How useful is your training (will your training be) for
" fhat work? Would you say it is (will be) wegy useful, ,
- somewhat useful, not very useful, or not useful at all? -

’ N “ *

' _ K wseful, o o . .. 07 % ,
. N . [y S . - e n ’
’ ’ Somewhat o« . ., o« 4 « 1. ) /
, - . :'_ ) * . .
- (\ Not very « « . o5 oo 2 -
L . " N . . N B
- : ' Not at all useful, .. 3 . , -
‘ ’ ’ "
. R .
£ P
‘r - )
‘N, 8, Can you tellime more about that? What is it that makes .
the trammg (not so) useful? ., , < 3 :

hd a
-«
.

-




s ot

L ’ . - o y
t N H ’ M . v
1 . i d k . Lo
N { ’ .
-254- . . ;
¢ . o . . - ]
: INTERVIE‘FCHECK. CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX AND FoLLOW FURTHER INSTRUCT’ONS' e
¢ o
{ R Currently in training (SKIP T0 BLUE SHEETS, pp ’-ia and 4b) ] .
g <
R working in trarning OCCupatIOn (SKIP T0 Q. IZd) ~ 3
. . R working m,dnfferent occupatnon (GO ONiTH Q.9 : 0 .
- - Y
o TR looking for work in training occupation (SKIP T0 Q. 1o, '
- TO TT If APPRORRIATE, THEN SKIP T0 Q. 12d) . .M .
i . o - . ° . . <
T, R Jooking for work in different dccupation (GO ON'WITH Q. 9) O
s * .
) . R not working, or at home, or in school, etc. (out of ‘the labor . N
N force) (GO ON WITH Q. 9) . . 0.
. 1 - . . 5 Lo
§ . N . "‘&ﬂ
- . ‘ s
¢ 9. Why is it y0u re,not workmg (looking for work) as a )
. training occupation . (PROBE FOR DETAILS OF REASONS--SEE ’ _
) INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS. REMEMBER PROBES: Why not in training »
Y - occupation? Why not in labor force? What studying m school?
What occupation?) . . L - . - , a YR
v, ” ~ 7 '\ .’ "’ . A :' 4, X N .\.
oo N : / R . ' e 1. N
. . . ” > .t ) E - “ \' .
- 1 ~« . Ty [
- . N . -
' . - , y
e ’ .,‘ AN ’ .
a R . -] - '~ : l ® Vni v
J0. Have you ever worked as a trarnn;{ oc<:upatuon ? . - )
. : ~ - - .-
. s ANo. . SKIP TOQ, 12, p.’5 . 0 .
" . - ) ) n - .: . : 6'
ﬂ%& - . . ™ Yes ... ASKQ, 4 L. 5. ) g
i Ky : ..‘ . x . . . ‘. . K 3
. - a < ~ [ A ey
’ ‘ 1. And what,happened to that job?*
. A .- . oL
. * . 3 5
-~ ~ < - -
. L e } K .
. . . ~ o
N ' . s v
o L4 . e B s
’ .
’ » .
., ’ e . R4
v ' NOW SKIP T0 Q. 12, g. § "
. k] 'k “
L \‘1 A . .
SERIC o6 i LR
y - ) C !
» (]

3 G :
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{ -. -~ - . t
. . < —=255= »- - ? N
g A y
FOR RtSPONDENTS CURRENTLY IN'WIN TRAINING ONLY: *
10. Have you ever worked as a training occupation 7 ;
Q2 i’ - 1 .
) " GNo . . SKIPTOQ 12 . ... ... O .
‘ : Yes. . ASK Q-1 . . ¢ I
11. And what happened to that job? ~ - v - R
~ N
. .
@* - ¢ N M
v - s
. ~ . MR ) [
v . T . S
Did yousedr, try to fimd a (another) job as a o N
training occupation ’ 7 )
. * é Lo .
- No . .
) A" / -
v . ; wes - .
. . Fy .
—, '
'l ( ’ ’ e - .
Why is it that you'didn't look Af@};what happened when you —
. ,for that kind of work? tried to find that kind of ‘work? r
oy ) . .
b -
. ( \ o s n
L N . w
) 5 ‘“
¢ ? \, ‘ L
o : )
L] ~ .
2 . . ‘
.o . .
-~ s:a . [ v ~ -,
- N > o . .
. ~ -
. . J ¢’ . -
f Ty -
3 ) - 1
. i - - AR . \ |
- s . . P
"\ N o
\ 28, - - .. <
. VS . ; - . . N v
) E - . .




12a.

12b.

y 12¢.

ST .
R . N . .
- LRt e s
',:A'_' <00 . " u /

S sk

[N

If you were to go to work tomorrow, what kinds of )obs_upﬁbd
- you be able to.do? What occupations would you be qualified to
get work +n {assuming that jobs were available)? RECORD BELOW
F

And what pay could you expect to get as a (occupation)? (Just
your best guess about what you would be able to earn.) RECORD

BELOW .
\ N . -
Sccupation: 1. = Pay: 1. § per
b -
2. N 2. § per
. 3. ) ) 3.8 per
L. ' 4. s per
v
Do you have any plans right now to get a job, or ngt?
. . - ) g A
- Plans to enter labor force. . ASK Q's fZgKJA & (2). 0
. L4 -:»%‘“ -
. No plans to work. . SKIP T0 Q. 13, p. 5e. . et
o . B
I2c(|).‘ When' might that be?
[ “
Y L . . [ . 2 s
& . K R - | -
lthZ). What kind of work would rou expect to be ‘doifig? .
. . e s
v .
+ v
A




) s e T

12d. Now, 1'd like to ask about some of the thirgs you've dane

since you left the WIN training. First, when did you -
(finish/leave)? . ¢ i - :
, oo A L
. 19 . (2
MONTH - YEAR )
. MARK.APPROPRIATE BOX IN GRID BELOW: LT . !
- . 1
? -
12e.. What were you doung in (following month)? Were you working, ) '
or looking for work, or staymg at home, or what? -
- CODE: W =-working ) * ) , ’
\)q L = lookipg for work ’
. . . T = in training (new course, not original WIN training) ,
S = sick’ ) , ' A
oo H = out of the labor force: at home, babysitting own
C e T kids, caring for family, etg¢.
’ N = out of the labor force: doing nothing special,
hanging around
X = other (SPECIFY)
.y, ,
12¢. And how long did you do that? (Un‘til what month") ‘
» . CONTYNUE T0 MARK GRI1D, SHOW ING ,BEGINNING AND END OF EACH ACTIVITY,
US ING CODES ABOVE. IN CASES OF TWO ACTIVITIES IN ONE MONTH, €ODE °° —
. PREDOMI NANT ONE. —
. ) H
. CONTINUE ASKING Q's 12e and 12f UNT|L YOU REACH THE END OF ONE_YEAR
¢ OR THE PRESENT, WHICHEVER COMES FIRST.. !
, 1973 - . 1974 S
Jan, . , Jan,
‘ * Feb. |- Feb. ‘
- l{“ i T - 1 oo
‘e March¢ March . T
Apl"i' ' Apl"il s
. May * May B v, /
¥ - . 1972 J‘Jne . June s )
- July - July . July ¢
- . Aug. 4 \Aug. .. Aug. '
' - - Sept. Sept. . ' Sept. ,
N 3 . ® .
Oct. - oct. [ Oct. .
N Nov. ) - ’Nov. Nov. . N ‘
= Dec. Rec. \ Dec, = v o
. i ‘ B " v,
- > &

O ‘ ) wae . T - . ' -’.
EMC w ) ' ~2‘(f:-' . . e ] {




LOOK BACK OVER THE GRID. , FOR EACH

-258-

PERIOD OF WORK, ASK: .

Regular daytime schedule []
Night schedule [] Spljt shift D

«

o
.

Regular daytime schedule' O -

12g,
‘5 . A., _What were you working' at? What was your, occupation?
N 8. Hgw much did you get paid on that job?
€‘ . €. Did you work full-time or part- t|me7
! D. Did you have a daytime schedule (9 to 5 or so), or did you work at
. .night, or on a split shift?
e,E. And how did ypu: like “the job?, Would you say you liked it very much,
- . somewhat, not much, or not at all?
» ¥ . M
. . Occupation i: . A. Octypation &4: -
\
: B. Pay: $ per B. Pay;. L per
: C. Full-time []. .Parc-time (] C. Full-time [} Part-time [J
A 0. Regular daytime schedule [} D. Regular daytime schedule E] .
. Night schedule [] Split shift [] # Night schedule [} Split shift [
E. Liked: Very much [ E. Liked: Very-much [J
-~ 4 A L)
Samewhat [5]+ Not Much [ Somewhat [] Not much [
S L
. Not atall [J Not at all (] .
> ¥ =
A. Occupation 2; ~ . . Occupation 5:
. Pay: § . per 8. Pay: 3 per ‘e .
. L/ . i
C. Full-time E] Part-time []. . Full-time [J Part-time O ' :

Night schedule. D Split shift i 'i"‘*'

4

»

E. Liked: "Very much [:l . E. Liked: Very much |:]
Somewhat [] Not much [ " Somewhat [J Nog much [
; Not at all [ Not at all [
1 - .
) Occupgtion 3: . A. Occupation 6: K ,
Pay: g- per ' - B8s Pay: $ ‘per~"
Full-time [] * Part-time [] . C. Full-time [] Part-time [
Regular daytime schedule 0 . D. Regular daytime schedule -
Niéht,schedule O split shift [ Night schedule [J Split’shift [:]
E. Liked: Very much [:] . E. Liked: .Very much |:]
’ Somewhat [ ] Not much [ ] . ,Somewhat O Not much [J*
. Not 3‘!: alt [] ‘ ' Not at all [J - ) ,
t : -~

Emc
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v f rd . i .
'" 13. Thinking back now to when you first began talking about training
with the staff ot the WIN office, did you aigeady have some
particular occupatton in mind that you wanted to get trainin !
_for? . . .- ? .
No. . SKIP TOQ, 5 . .-, .
. 4
. . - YES . . ASK Q. 14 .. ...
}\ -
. S
. . . )
N : »
g |
I4. What occupation was that? PO ¢
*
¢ -
\‘ ‘ | [I .
. d ’ ' * -
- ,&"{? . ' . ,,
L ' ' ‘
L - L Y
_ ¥ % % % % k %k %k % * %
S
- L ’ " - v
. . PERN
. - ‘ ]
* : . < .
. Co - ' ¢
‘ N f .
. - —
[ECTPN ‘ 4 2'1/ Ko
s . :
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75a. All things considered, how satisfied age you with the .
! straining you got? Would you say you are: o
- - o R T gery satisfied. . ... .. 0 .
3 . Al - .
-, . . . Falily satisfied. . . . . . 1
Not very satisfied. . . . . 2
. o
* ) ' b - Not satisfied at all. . . . 3 .
» . . . 2 e . y
i . . S
75b.  Can you tell me more about that? What leads you to say that
. you're: (above answer)? L -ﬁ ) .
i - ' Q ' ~ T K .
4 . a*
B -
oy B ' .
“ *
- Sy ) . - ) 1) 4
. P ‘e '
R 75¢c. A; things look now, "do you have any plans for getting skill :
training in the future? -
\ ' . )
' - Yes . . ASK Q. 75¢(1) . . . O . -
. H
’ “No. . SKIPT0OQ. 76 . . . .- 1
A} ? 4
- -
I . . -
- 75c(1). What kind of training is that? For what occupation(s)?
- - . i NG
. - L.
~F . -
- »
— H} A *
) N ' k ) " .1
- . < - .
N - % 5
Lo H - .
P, - o
) o e .. . - -
« - ! ) ’ . \
L , 4 LI W -
)] - Y H
Q s .2 . . et e
“ : . - - . : s
ERIC ool -
: .
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. . APPENDIX B SN Co
N OCCUPAT1ONAL CLASSIFICATION' .
o PROFE§§!QHALL TECHN} CAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE . a
Professnonal \ .
Doctors, dentists, and veterinarians ©
Psychologist and psychiatrisgs .
Lawyers and judges o
Enginéers and architects . - R °
Soclal scientists . -

(2

-
b N

’

%

Life and physical scientists
Economists and finance experts
JCost accoyntants and CPAs (not accountants)

D
Educatlon officials -(include principals) and specialists

Social workers (including’ chnld devq}opment)

Librarians, . . '

Teachers %nd tutors v - . -

Business executives
Lawmaker, lobbyist

» t

Sobprofessional and Technical - T

Managerial,

Systems analysts and computer programmers (not computer operators)_
Designers and artists (free lance Gt commercialy
.Airiine pilots and traffnc controllers, law enforcement :

Draftsmen, detai ler, .Surveyor * . .
‘ Photo ographers o
Medical technlcnans, dental technicians and hygienists, therapnsts,

nurse, dance therapy, chemical lab technician, occupational therapy
Counselors # psychology and social science BAs, marrlage cowselors
(not job coungelors) ‘. .
Radio and TV ‘announcers < !
Paralega), lawyer's assistant
AdverXisi public information, free Iance writers
Entertainer - :
Sciencé research aide - oo
. v =
Other, proofreader . . . . -

Administrative and Proprietary T h

alaried administrators, managers and supervisors: v
Pubtic and nonprofit '
Construction, manufacturing and other industires <§
Retail trade or services {include hotel-dbtel),,executlve steward
producer, director . o ~
other (n.e, c. ) salaried managers and administratrs, office and
apartment ‘managers ¢ A L P : 8
Self-employed manage{s, admipistrators, supervisors !
.Self-employed {including shop owners), contradtors

’

-
Other managers and adhinistrators o .
Insurance and real-estate agents . . o
Sales representatives, dealers, .merchandisers e -
R "’ " .,
. - . \‘,“;’:2.-

27 L ‘
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: CLERICAL * . . ' . g
AN . ' » i
T High Clerical ¥ ‘ o '
. Executive or chief secretaries e g . , o
‘ Secretaries (including medical, legal, etg}) ' e
Bookkeepers, accountants, statistical t ns, computer ope:ator,
’payroll or billing clerk, prlntlngvcos estimgtor i .
Bank tellers . . ot -
®acilitating jobs: travel agents,f_;ob selor, referral service, .
* insurance claims, interviawers ~ )
. Oxher (including™court reporters) . . . .-
-+ ° Low Clerical . '
Ttcket agents ! . .
. * Typists, keypunchers, office machlne operators, smtchboard qperators
i General clérical, geperal office .
‘ Medical ward clerks, Mdical records technicians ’
. Dispatchers, inventory control clerk; orde#s, postal cierk, shtppmg. e
lerk, stock clerk " = ,f’.
Receptnomsts, medj cigle receptnonrsts - ,
.« Other--messenger, hotel desk clerk, library page y bt
’ Collector - ..
.« CRAFTSMEN, OPERATIVES AND WORKERS - ) *
e Foremen Craftsmen and Kindred . .
. ‘Fotemen .
' EYectrncnans and electromcs technicians’ : .
S . Boi lermakers, machinists, pipe-fitters, mi'l lwrights, caster, lock=
*’ smith,  instrument man, other fabrncatnon, tood ,and die maker, .
turret-lathe set- up operator, layout, brush material preparer w - -
‘. Carpenters, br«cklayerss concrete masons, other construction,
pamters, woodworking, shop trainee, floor layer, carpet layer,
sandg@lasting * ? Rl .
. ¢ Agriculture, forestrys lcul.r.ure (mclude soi | testers) waste
treatment operator, gilker o .
t - Prikiting, graphics 'and .bookbinding, print-a-sign operator, offse/t
pressman S . o
s .« Other (sprinkler” :nstaHer\, awnlng, fire alarm, fence erector) .
. .
, Operative and Kindred ) . .,
A Transport operators (truck, ambulance driver), pus driver - v
Auto and motorcycle mechanics, brake and lock expert .y -t
. Diesel, aviation ar;ad marine mechanics . ’ ~ [
Mechanical equnpment repanrmen (office machines, lock and dam
' , operator, air- cogdntnonnng/refrlgeratnon, small engines, F‘eld
, , service engineer’ —
- Welders, auto-bady ~ repairmen, wire-~feed. operators, foundry, ‘bury ,
- , grmder plater, pollsher, punch press operator, flame cutter, —a
\ - : ¥ mkmaker, tire repair, pot man A . ». > o v
. " Upholsterers, s Zray furnjture,. toi let seat maker !
LI *.. Craft hel?ers, lectrical helper, electrical lab helper, fure -
L. ‘ extinguisher serwice man, auto dismantler t,o0)
. "Assembly line, factory work, assembier,: line checks _ ‘ o
Heavy equipment operator, forkllft operator . -~ ] .
, . ,*nght equipment 0})5?‘31:0!'. warehouseman L Ty . N
A
~ . rmy, other ﬂHﬂl ta Y . . . N - \ o
0 : S 2T oo 4

(]
@
.-
\
.
x
.
~
A}
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gas %station attendants, customer
service specualnst . A i »..

. Meatcutters ct e ] L )
Chefs . ’ . ;
Decorators . ' .
- Health and medical “aides -and assistants, orderlles, practncal
narses, therapy-3aides, SOC|a| service aides, lab asskstants
Teachers! aides and library aides, babysitter

Beauticlans, halrstylssts, and barbers’, manrd“gxst gosmetologlst

» Dog groomers,-animal care, veterinary assWstant \
- Cooks - Lo . .
‘ Bartenders . . . . _
tashiers and checkers, grocery clerk ..

7 Landscape workers and groundkeepers, plant nursery, interier landscape
Waitress, hat checker, porter, salad maker, car hop, hotel, restaurant,
elevator, cafeteria worker, iceman
Toading trucks, delivery,.laborer, parking lot attendant hooklng thnngs
on crane,-unskilled labor, sorting bottle$, produce man, clear
’ chickens, car shagger, cut foam rubber .
:PatCErn cutter, seamstress, shoe repalr, tailor, sllpcover cutter,
. knitter's helper

’ ;! Janltor, custodian, garbageman, ui lding malntenapce, cleaners
Laundry ° / R .
.o Farm workers n . .
Guards , ’

- ’ - L] ”
- s
L d hd ‘
> L]
. () - ‘
- 'l .
L
. . .
- ..
B - o v ) 4.: .
' M . - .
- LY - ’ * ’ . . N
§§jb ) ; . . -~ ' . ’
F LS ot 4 -, e ‘3
. v o - . \
. . The occupational classnflcatvon used "in this report was con-

structed to accommodate occupations reported by respondents rather

than as a conprehen5|ve occupational coding scheme. Additjonally,

requirements to provide sufficiently large numbers of cases in each

of the secondary Sccupational groups—had to be met. The Primagy and

Secondary occupational groups are listed in the order of an asgumed

hnera;chy of occupational prestige. -The hierarchical arrangement of .
o occupat;onal groups is based on appgoximations to the group medians

. derived from 1970, estimated prestige stores for specific ‘occupations

contalnjg in Lioyd . Temme., Occqgat|ons Meanings and Measures, [
Washing y D,C..: ureau of Social Science Research, lnc., June, -

1975, Appendix C. . . . ~/ o
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' ‘ APPENDIX C ,

. - CLASSIFICATION OF TRAINING VENDORS ' .

’, .
- -

3 . : L
PUBLIC .. . ‘ o0

Clackama? Comminity College - ‘f:*'
' . . Mt. Hood Commurity College P N _
Ve Mt, Hood Communi#y’ College, Maywood Park - * B
Portland Community College » * .
/ . Portland Community College, Cascade - FRERCE S
* < . Portland State University . . . N N

- PRIVATE ¢ e - .
' ** 'Business/Commbrcial ) Yoo
. Advertising Art School -«
4 Beaverton Business College .
. %+ Clark college * LS ' .
- pacific College of Bus:ness .
' : Norghwest *Schools ‘ )
‘ Northwestern\ Col le§e of Business
Oregon Career Institute 4 . L .
. ‘ : Oregorf Polytechnic institute s g
. »Portiand Real Estate §&hool
s : " Portiand Secretarial €ollege
) Y+ Real Estate School of 0re90n v, .
~ _Western Busintss cOllege L.
. T e Williams School of Auto Qelhng N
‘ Receptlon,ls Swi tchboard * School of 0regon

- * Medical and Dental ‘Allied v e .

Bryman School L] ' , ‘
- North Paci fic Dental and Medical College ' . ~
. } 'Portland _Adventist Hosp:tal . . : )

. Persomal Service C
‘ Beau Monde College of Beauty
. Cotlege of Beauty ' K

Ixecutive Collgge of garbering . A &
International Hairstyling Academy " - ’
. o Moler Barber College ) N ' . .
. : - Montavi }kla Beauty Schbol : A o . X
A B Multi -Afts Centers . .

v TN Multpomah -College of Hair Design ,
Northwest School' of .\Dog Grooming ° (-
Phagan’s Gateway College of Beauty & ° * .

T o Umversnty Beauty College ‘

. . Olson s Grooming School . -

[

: Industrual/‘Fran,sportatlon J .
y A " commercial Driver Training « - .
ot ' ' Port)and Upholstering School c ey 7 i )
1 " « Technical Traiding Service L0 B o ) .
West Coast Training Service . *

r .
.- . R - - : . ‘
e Pe ' Y - ’
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. .o SELF-ASSESSHENT - . .
: - - . ¢
: Note:. This appendix is a condensation of the Self-Assessment Formis avafl-
able ‘to voucher recipients intPortland, All headings are shown; |
the actual forms provided %mple space for usesdy thé vouc%ar o
- R & recipientsin listing the information called for,
" 1. WHAT THINGS HAVE ‘P DONE TO ANY DEGREE OF SUCCESS?
. ' . ¢ ] N
’ ’ T PAID ¢ 7, .-" * UNPAID '
. S .". ( l, . . . \
e . sTUDY 1' . PLAYS = . .
L S
. ‘ . . ]
- > . N . ¢ - -
o~ bl WHAT THINGS HAVE | DONE THAT OTHERS HAVE COMMENDED ME FOR? . A
-6 - r " . . " . . .
. - “Cealb P © UNPAID ’ L.
I ] ‘ » [4 B ) o - -
. ‘ } .
. . . - A
_ = , T L oSTUDY ¢ - 3 . PLAY
2. . z L z o moa® *
. ) < . (] p -
» k‘é _ *
QUES:I'ION 111, PART | WORK HISTORY . -
o S ’(List.all .the jobg yéu have Ever held, to use as -a reminder for the second -
. ."part of thlis question).. . . ‘-
) AP R .
PAID JOBS coL T~ . T, e
- ™ - . v , . N
¥

Y . s “woo- :
. -
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N

QUESTIOR 111, 'PART 2

A

. I3

WHAT MANNER DID YOU DO IT? (Spegd? Quality?)
WHAT SPECIAL THINGS DID YOU DO?
WHAT PROBLEMS DID YOU SOLVE? (Problem/effort/resulth-

. . -
? .
. JOB TITLE J WHAT D ID YOJ DO? "What was the 'prqflt' from your‘effort"“) .
. . : . — - :
s b ] > "’ ’ ' ‘ >
- ‘Example: : ) s e g R ¢
o F Paper boy Delivered early morning and Set up, a new routing, so that | was able to deliver
N Sunday paper T ISO papers in half the time qof-the last carrier,
' : . “4 Cared for special meeds of always made sure that® the paper'was placed in & dry
= customers . place s0 customers were pleased--got bonuses at ‘e -
i _ - / . e » Christmas from customers for my services .
® .
N ! A Tried to expand my route . ¥eft a little dardwith my nameson it so that pleased L
_ . - customers passed my name on to newcomers; increasqd
o, ’ route by 20 customers in this manner, -
3 . . ) & — n~ ~ ‘ ’ & ‘
¢ o X 2
. * - L4 s e,
L R . : N
H - . * . ' L O,
: ) . [} . ' { - . 4 - )
» - . w N ’ -
' ¢, ' v L8 v ) ; :
: s ~ . ] Y
. b - - ' P ’ ] , . s
A ' - ‘. l' . - . \
| ' - . s
s . Vd — \\ ; ‘ .
* . * . " ;» [N . L. (: 4
v N A I ) .
- I3 ¢ £ - -
. N < ‘ . . j - ' . ?, A T
’ . , + hd : - -
. Y '} . P '* e 2 - N
. . . . Z 3 [ ’ _‘> Lad M k > " R .
@_ . X B [ S .
i § . b D st , . ’ o,
- - AF B . “ ' [ . . e -
\‘1 ‘ . P v o * & .,‘ ) . . § B » . ‘
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S

IV. WHAT KINDS OF _FQUIPMENT CAN | OPERATE?

- »
. \
RN )
« . 7
- .
.
v ’ n » ~
.
&k . .
» ’
. i a
"
-
‘ -
’
. - ' ‘ ~ s x. . -
N £
o - N [} . ~ “~

b Y

. - . .




APPENDIX E*

. - ANALY§IS OF THE RESPONSE RATES AND THE CHARACTERISTICS
. OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS AND NONRESPONDENTS

- 4~ ¢

. S ‘l;;\e study poﬁpﬁl&ations‘ included 167 VOuAered and 350°reguwlar .

. clnents Responses-were received from 154 ;Ouchered clients (92%) and ‘
. 163, regwlarg?l\nents (‘47%) for phase | of this longitudinal study. 1 .
Responses, were recelved from 115 v0uchered-cllents (69%). for phase II ‘

of this ldngntudmal study . (Refusals to be interviewed accounted for

only a smatl proportnon of the nonresponses. ) ~ i
. B A comparlson “of the total group with the respondents to this ’
. . Qh'ase of. the study on such sociodemographic iables as sex, race, age, i
. - B edl;cation, number of dependents and legal s;Es allows us to assesw

- ) N N 0
"hw representative the respondents were of the population as a whole
- . " and to check for bias due to progressive erosion. This compafison as
4 . .
_Bhown in Table E- l demonstrates that there is no significAnt differ-

i - ence between the totaj group and the reSpondents ol any ¢f the demo-

. graphic criteria. Jn most instances there is only al fo2 pergentage

point difference betwégn “the two groups, and at the moft there is a

o s N . R
- ‘. 4 percentage poirt difference. - ~>-/

- ¢ R Based on our Elndlngs that voucher respondefits are representa- e

[
bles examined , we do

s - ‘bnas. .w; cannot, of course, rule out the possi
,-
- - was related to other

{ ) 'f'est’ing on sdch dqt,é inctude some nonrespons

o,

-«

*
.

@ ! 9 &

vy oY Hhe first report of this ‘Tongitudinal study, Occuaptional
.l ! '/ﬁ:)vges and Vocatjonal School Selections:/ Experiences with the
. 7 APQrtland WIN Yougher iraining Program by/B. D8nning, compared the R
‘ sotiodemographic characteristics of the/total study population and the ' .
.respondents to phase 1. He fOund no .s gnlflcant dlfference betgeen -

,the total group and the reSpondents o
and therefore concluded ahat nonresp nse did not introduce ious i
.bias. Since regular ®clients werdsirfterviewed only once,’ |t only

-the voucher population thet peeds to bf. examlned for any fg
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. TABLE E~1
,
‘. DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOS!TION VF VOUCHER CLIENTS
R BY TOTAL GROUP AND RESPONDENTS ;
¢ (1n Percentages)?
\ : o Demographics Total Group Respondents
© . <
’ Sex
B 7= - R 23 : 22
S Female....eieiernsscenenooinnen s 17 78
Total % 100 700
(N) * (167) (115)
Race 4 ’
White...... Jorsuenrersrerasaons ' 86 " 85
BlacK..eoeeesoroooosoaoroncanuss 12 . 13
Other,.eoeeeeennes feeieereannias 2 3
‘ . Total % - 100 10}
‘ v ) ™ (167) ¢ (115)
ale .
a 18-19 years....... R S Y 2T v 3.
- - 20-29 YRArS.ueeunossnoocoonns Fhen 60 + 58
x 30-39 YEArS...vereenrerennnennns ©29 31
: 4D years or more.......... R 7 8
» Total % et 100 . -300
_— 0) ) (167) £ (¥15)
) i Education - a4 :
Less than 12 years......ceeeuune 2k N 21
- t {1 YeArS. ieocoonaorets rearieons 59 62
. *  More than 12 years.......... vaee -18 - 17
- ¢ " ] N
. Total %, . 10) 160 0.
. (167) (115)
. ]
Dependents ' e :
0 ...... e eeeetieeiectiterreanes 3 L,
' I i eerseteocersoscnsnroroacannsas \ 31 = 30 -
273 e ega e 54 50 /
b OF MOFE. ce.nvsocacrndocnanens 12 K 16-
) Total % 100 100
; . - (N) N (167) (115),
¢ {7 Program Status - {
< Mandatory. coviaeroresassecannoes 48 by
S VolunteeT . e iiianneenranounes 52 - 56
Total % 100, 100"
C e N) Soaeny Q)
’ v e N B N ‘ »
1% . 0 . .
. ' 3Total varies due to rounding. . , “.
l‘% } 5 . . PR . .
. “ ) ’
.. : : . : ' 2 8 s
LS . v * . .”a Iy '
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APPEND|X F To.

.- MULTIPLE 'REGRESS}ON FINDINGS RPN L

AR LT e , . »
e - A Note on.the Inteérpretation ) . ¢ . a0
¢ of the Regression Results . - - .
- The foHowmg tables contam the-r.esults of duamy varlab-le ) ,'

T - mst;tutlonal voeatlonal training.
. " 4
7 of “thes re§ressnon coefficients is offered for readers’ who may ) t_“b_e o

. # familiar with this type of analysis.
The coefficient for _each varfble expresses “thém magmtude and " . * .

dlrectk:ﬁ of the percentage pouit dewatl from the mean- o-F the depen-- = o
"‘dent variable in uestmn which resu)ts fcom bemg in ?/partlcu‘lar T
- . _-category of th#dependent varsab‘le, netfof. (Cont’rolhng for) the _' .

’ St effect)/assomated wnth the other indefendent vanab'les vnc]uded‘ AL o L

the regressjon model: Thus, for example {Table F- l) 79 percent of aH v L
- % regular respondents reported that they we‘re sat:sfled \u th thel.r\ tnS’il ’ — .
tutional training. The respondents who uere women’ and mandatory \JIN : R
partlc;pants devnated from this- grand ‘meah by 06 Th:s means that; s i
-controlllng for educat|on, age, h\lmber of dependentsz tram.nr;g occupa»

" tion, type of mstltutxon a\:tended and whexher _the'. respgndent pe_rcewé‘?f‘
thei r\school decisloﬁs to be autohomous OF ,no‘t, Eemaie mandatory ',"-’ ol .’_.-_-
" respondents were 6 percentage points less liKely than%e»régular o -

\‘)‘. - -

. - r%ipondents as -a group tp, have said they wow'e. satxsf1ed vu«th thelr' R -
. trainimg. Subtfacting thet dnfference from - the grand rnean,, we c¢an 9/_“ S
& : - est;mate that, other thmgs benng equal, 73’,percent ( 79 - %06
T (. of th fema1e 'mand’atory respondents in ;.he regulgre group,;would’ s,ay
- _' U t’haf‘ hey were sat1sf|ed wnth their instn‘tutwr‘al t'rarnmg -
» Another example from the, sare model in ‘[able F21is this-
Females who wére volun;ary -WU‘I —parh\{;‘l pajts deviate ,by 06 from‘\:he ’

. \_“: ‘grand meah. ( 79) on havmg beén sat?sf’md mth tﬁ'nr mstltutlonal .

>
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* r

- likely (85%) than the mandatory femaies (73%) to have claimed satisfac- * .
tion with thelr |nst|tut|onal tramlng

)

As a flnal example we can note that the zeroes for all (vouchered

o » and regular) participants (Table F-1), opposite age, indicate that differ-

\

ences in age had no discernible effects on the proportion of respondents

’
who were satisfied wuth _their institutional training.

- R The user of these tables-should remember’ that the mutiple

- regression technique yields prediction estimates based on a Yine which:

best flts the ‘dispersipn of all observed values in the regressuon \‘ °

equatxon .y Such estimates are most rehable

The reliabitity of such

. estimates is diminished when the dlstrlbut|ons of responses on_variables

included in the regression.equatioh are highly skewed.
. ' N N '
distributions are rather highly skewed a

‘ number-of cases in which the sum of the

'r:egression coefficients are shown in.the following tables as they were

H .
- computed,

.+ variable are duspect,and inferpretatior! are best limjted to general

in.text tables,

- grand méan exceeds 100 percent or falls tflow 0.

Where this odcurs, all of the coefficients predicting to that dependent -~

A number of our
,,as a result, there are a ‘

gression coefficient and the
{n such cases, the

such coefficients are replaced by a + or a ~. ¢
:

. Statements about.the relative effects of independent variabtes whose . .

- ~“oefficients are sub"stghtially different in magﬂ}udé and/or direct”ion, -

,'- "‘

™~ .
y "
I
P
;
. - |
° t
)

avoiding reliance on_absolute magnitudes of the coefficignts.
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Grand Mean*{percent satisfied): . . 70 62

Sex/Program Status . '
T e s masseeoeenen e aenaaes e (1) (13 R R
A

Ha

Nanda!ory female. .. e . e 13

Volunteer female . . -02 10
. - =05

tes e 9 an -18
12 yaars el ys, oo (35) ("‘5) 15
More than !2 yc .. “eene ( 6) *16) 23

A

age ‘
18-29 ycars.... 1) {39) - 02
30 years or more.. . (19) (39) K -02

Dependents  ~
' -1 .. o 4 (13) °
. . (25) (28)

(8) (¢
{-) (Bg)

<Mk First Job After Tralnln'Q
Professional, technlcal, administrative.. {2) { 6)

(17) (25)

Iraining Satisfaction .

Satisfied ceee (W) (67)
Not 3atisfied. (.6), (10
NAC . . .evvuens vees (=) {1

institutional Training ‘ LT )

(34) +(58)

{16) {20)

(27) (52)
(23) (26)

Salary <teve : B ¢
High salfry.” & L (20) (22)
Low salary. .o (15 (e}
NAF (15) (14)

.(50) DRA
(78)

-

®Refers only to jobs held first three months following the training.

. Pinfarmation on the legal status of 21 respondents in the regular WiN program who
were satisfied with their job, was not available, Al .

* Devlated from the grand mean by less than one half 2 percent. in a negatiye
direction. .

¥ dInf’orm:h‘.m on the number of Sepehdents was not avaiifsble for 30 of the, Jsbbn'den:'s

in :ha regutar WiN program who were satlsfied with their job f
®Informstion on the :rammg satisfactiod of ofie of the respondents is the regular

program, was not available. .
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- REGRESSION ESTIMATES OF lNFLUENCES ON CHANGES N SELF -ESTEEM STORES OF VOUCHER PARTI CI PANTS
- {in Percentage Points Of Deviation From The Grand Mean)
—p— >
* < P4 P v Seif-Esteém
' w o,
* o Lower Higher Same
- , Grand Mean (percéh?) ° 33) 45 22
. » -
. Sex/Program Status . .
h fa . Hale...l.... ...... Lt o . (25{ -21 o4 17
) ., Handatdry female. co.er seve - seses 17 <13 -04
Volunteer female.. voqee vonc on = auo 0z, 03 -0%
! Education’ ’
R - iﬂ Less than 12 years 05 09 =
12 years -0l -0t [}
i Yore than'12 years =02 -07 109
Age
. 18-29 years... . [\}] -04 03
. T 30 years or more. ' ’.0t 06. «0%
. .
N Dependents !
. -1 vev cervnecesntiastons 1o 08 -05 -03
223 M. -05 03 . o2
. boOF MPre.. coeeess soreres o rees oo -02 -0l *00
"\ Training Bccugalugn_ : A
- /' Professional, technical, administrative . (14) 12, - 15 .27
Clerical.. coeenrecmene . s’ .10’ 03 07
8l4e collar it B N 03
r Service ” 09 =02 -07
Training Satisfaction R - °
o f Satisfied . (91) 03 -0! -03
.o Not (22) o 02 12
e ’ . .
il (72) -01 oh -03
I Drépped (u1) o1 -06 05
. i. . *
N worked in Training Occugauon
S . Yes ., @Y -10 07 - 03
o ¥o (82) . 0b . =03 -0t
[ ] ¥ Labdr Force Parnchauon--F. rst 3 Months B ,
' Worked (s1) -02 05 =04
tooked for work.. . (25) =04 10 =07
. OQut of labor forte ..... coeeer qeoeees 37 05 -1 . 09
‘ fate wt Autonomy--Training Occupation ¢ .
, ‘ [ Chose own training occupation . . (83) by ol ol
. Did N0 ChOOSE..ce covessoncans oo oos .o (39 12 . =0 -02
o, . Autonomy--Training lnstitution R ) v
PO " T Choge owr training instrtution.. . LGE (953 -05 03 02
AN . Did-not choose....ciase Crareaeenian e (9 %5 . -1 oon
e L " . 3
;; - School Counseling--Deciding interests — *
-~ "’, B and Goals b s P
it . - Needs* Met..ooeesrsne (97 02 <01 . =0l
gif'y’ Needs frustrated. . (16) , -12 0% -+ 06
M ‘e
i . School Counseling-=Suitability of
N Interests and Goals ' . &
' Needs Met....aeeoees oo (99) =03 , ok 02
V" Needs frustrated.® (1) 2) . -06 -4
§ school’ Counse ling-=Training Program ' .0 . ¢
i 0 Needs met...... N (100) | 02 ok B H
& Needs' frustrated. . (13) -15 v 29 L
M . ~ Schoot Counsellng-d’ralnihg Progress
. NEEds Mel.ccoeriveecase e eente seesmern {94) . -02 =01 02
) Needs irustraled } . (19) 08 03 -1
: . School Counsellng--Personal ' .
* NEOAS OTe s veeerrsonesorenssinnnsses soere  (106) 01 0z’ 00
. Needs frustrated. .. . (nk 16 e - 07
-
- Program Type A .
s 4;‘ VOudwr'.....‘ (1 1‘3) .
3 . v X
v 2 .19 .8 .16
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